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Dear  President  Molinari: 

The  SEIU-City  Committee  on  Comparable  Worth  is 
pleased  to  submit  our  Phase  One  Report  to  the  San  Francisco 
Board  of  Supervisors. 

In  accordance  with  the  Memorandum  of  Understanding 
between  SEIU  Locals  250,  390/400,  and  535  and  the  City  and 
County,  the  Committee's  task  is  to: 

"study  and  prepare  recommendations  in 
conformity  with  the  Charter  with  regard  to  the 
implementation  of  comparable  worth  principles 
by  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco." 

Since  1978,  studies  have  shown  that  San  Francisco's 
workforce  is  skewed  according  to  race  and  sex:  large  female 
and  minority  dominated  classes  cluster  at  the  bottom  of  the 
pay  scale,  while  those  at  the  top  have  few  women  or 
minorities . 


And  since  1981,  the  San  Francisco  Board  of 
Supervisors  has  made  it  City  policy  to  eliminate  race  and  sex 
based  pay  inequities  that  are  not  based  on  the  true  value  of 
the  work  performed.  But  efforts  to  correct  pay  inequities 
have  been  stalled  by  the  erroneous  assumption  that  the  City 
Charter  acts  as  a barrier  to  comparable  worth. 

The  Committee  therefore  decided  to  deal  with  the 
"Charter  question"  first.  It  is  our  conclusion  that 
comparable  worth  can  be  implemented  in  conformity  with  the 
Charter . 


It  was  our  finding  that  as  presently  applied,  the 
City's  system  of  salary  setting  is  sufficiently  flexible  to 
permit  consideration  of  the  relative  value  to  the  City  of 
work  performed  by  various  classifications  — in  other  words, 
comparable  worth.  In  the  absence  of  a salary  setting  policy 
to  correct  race  and  sex  based  pay  inequities,  however,  the 
City  has  not  used  its  discretion  for  this  purpose. 
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Furthermore,  since  1983  California  law  has 
prohibited  any  local  government  from  enacting  a policy  or 
ordinance  that  forbids  "consideration  of  the  comparability  of 
the  value  of  work"  in  salary  setting. 

Thus  to  conform  to  state  law  and  the  San  Francisco 
Charter's  own  anti-discrimination  clause,  the  Committee 
concluded  that  the  City  can  and  should  implement  comparable 
worth. 


In  San  Francisco  as  in  the  rest  of  the  country,  pay 
inequities  based  on  race  and  sex  injure  those  who  can  least 
afford  it:  working  women,  and  their  families  and  children. 
Therefore,  it  is  our  recommendation  that  the  City  act  to 
begin  to  remedy  these  long  acknowledged  pay  inequities  with 
the  1985-86  salary  year. 

In  Phase  Two,  the  Committee  will  study  and  make 
recommendations  on  how  to  implement  comparable  worth  for  San 
Francisco.  Questions  of  method,  timing,  and  cost  will  be 
addressed.  We  will  invite  all  interested  parties  to  join  in 
developing  a pay  equity  plan  that  best  meets  the  needs  of  San 
Francisco  and  its  workers. 

The  Committee  will  be  available  to  answer  any 
questions  members  of  the  Board  of  Supervisors  may  have  on 
this  Phase  One  Report.  We  look  forward  to  presenting  our 
recommendations  on  Phase  Two  to  the  Board  in  the  near 
future. 
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I . INTRODUCTION 


A.  COMPARABLE  WORTH  IN  SAN  FRANCISCO 
Comparable  worth  or  pay  equity  can  be  defined  simply: 
"People  occupying  job  positions  which  are  of  comparable  worth 
to  the  employer  should  be  equally  compensated."1 

Comparable  worth  is  not  a new  idea  in  San  Francisco.  In 
the  pioneering  1978  study  sponsored  by  the  Women  Library 
Workers  and  the  San  Francisco  Commission  on  the  Status  of 
Women,  pay  inequities  based  on  sex-segregated  job 
classif ications  in  the  City  workforce  were  well  documented. 
Clerk- typists . a classification  more  than  90%  female,  earned 
80%  less  than  predominately  male  jobs  with  comparable 
requirements.  The  study  found  an  average  wage  gap  of  74% 
between  traditional  men's  and  women's  work.2 

Since  the  1981  San  Francisco  Comparable  Worth  Committee 
Report,  it  has  also  been  clear  that  race  joins  with  sex-based 
pay  inequities  to  depress  the  salaries  of  female  and  minority 
City  workers.  The  only  jobs  with  salaries  as  low  as  typical 
female  occupations  are  those  traditionally  filled  by  minority 
men.  Occupations  held  primarily  by  minority  women  are  at  the 
bottom  of  the  City  pay  scale.3 

Thus  as  the  SEIU-City  Committee  on  Comparable  Worth  began 
its  work  in  1984,  it  was  clear  that  the  main  task  was  not  to 
define  the  problem,  but  to  seek  solutions  to  race  and  sex  based 
pay  inequities  in  San  Francisco. 
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Service  Employees  International  Union  (SEIU)  Locals  250. 
390/400,  and  535  represent  12,000  San  Francisco  city  workers, 
or  just  under  one-half  the  City  workforce.  About  one-third  of 
SEIU  members  do  clerical  work,  and  another  30%  work  in  health 
care  occupations.  Most  others  are  concentrated  in  blue  collar 
fields,  primarily  custodial  and  food  service;  security;  and 
several  professions:  librarians,  health,  social  workers, 

planners,  counselors,  and  management  assistants.  The  great 
majority  of  these  fields  have  historically  been  female  or 
minority  dominated,  or  both. 

Before  the  Committee  began  its  inquiry  into  how  to 
implement  comparable  worth  for  San  Francisco  city  workers,  it 
first  reviewed  why  comparable  worth  is  necessary  to  remedy  sex 
and  race  based  pay  inequities.  Would  affirmative  action  be  a 
sufficient  alternative--if  too  few  women  and  minorities  are 
found  in  the  highest  paid  jobs  in  the  City,  could  we  just 
facilitate  the  transfer  of  women  and  minorities  into  these  jobs 
to  correct  pay  inequities? 

The  Committee  found  that  in  San  Francisco,  after  two 
decades  of  affirmative  action,  women  workers  still  hold  fewer 
than  10%  of  the  City  jobs  in  the  best  paying  traditional  "men's 
fields":  trades  and  crafts,  management,  police,  and 

firefighting.  Only  2.9%  of  skilled  craft  workers  were  female 

4 

in  June  1983.  Thus  the  record  shows  that  affirmative  action 
is  not  a viable  method  of  achieving  equitable  pay  for  the  great 
majority  of  women  city  workers. 
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Even  if  it  were  possible,  it  would  not  be  socially 
desirable  to  correct  pay  inequities  by  such  massive  career 
changes.  Over  two-thirds  of  the  men  and  women  working  for  the 
City  today  would  have  to  exchange  jobs  in  order  to  correct  pay 
inequities  through  affirmative  action.  The  loss  of  most  of  the 
City's  trained  nurses,  librarians  and  other  professionals, 
clerical  workers,  health  and  food  service  workers,  and  the 
displacement  of  bus  drivers,  fire,  police,  and  craft  workers, 
would  be  devastating  to  the  delivery  of  services  in  San 
Francisco . 

Comparable  worth  approaches  the  question  of  remedying  pay 
equity  problems  in  a more  realistic  way:  assess  the  value  to 

the  City  of  the  work  done  in  jobs  held  predominately  by  women 
and  minorities  compared  to  jobs  held  primarily  by  men;  compare 
the  present  salaries  with  the  intrinsic  value  of  the  job;  and 
correct  any  pay  inequities  discovered  in  female  and  minority 
dominated  classes  by  increasing  their  salaries  to  the  level  of 
male  dominated  jobs  of  comparable  value. 

During  the  six  years  that  sex  and  race  based  pay 
inequities  have  been  under  active  review  in  San  Francisco,  a 
strong  consensus  has  emerged  that  these  pay  inequities  should 


be  corrected. 
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Both  Mayor  Dianne  Feinstein  and  the  San  Francisco  Board  of 
Supervisors  are  on  record  stating  that  pay  inequities  for  San 
Francisco  city  workers  that  are  not  based  on  the  real  value  of 
the  work,  but  are  instead  due  to  the  historical  undervaluing  of 
female  and  minority  dominated  occupations,  should  be  corrected. 

In  November  1981.  after  receiving  a Comparable  Worth 

Report  on  San  Francisco's  city  workers  and  extensive  public 

testimony,  the  San  Francisco  Board  of  Supervisors  passed  a 

resolution  declaring: 

"That  it  shall  be  the  policy  of  the  City 
and  County  of  San  Francisco  to  eliminate 
pay  inequities  based  on  race  and  sex 
segregated  classifications  by  bringing 
undervalued  classifications  up  to  parity 
under  applicable  Charter  and  law."= 

In  April  1984,  Mayor  Dianne  Feinstein  committed  her 

administration  to  "exploring  and  implementing  a just  solution 

to  this  problem  (comparable  worth)  in  our  City."  And  at  the 

U.S.  Conference  of  Mayors'  meeting  in  June  1984,  San 

Francisco’s  Mayor  introduced  the  following  resolution: 

"That  the  U.S.  Conference  of  Mayors  urges 
cities  and  other  governmental  jurisdictions 
to  undertake  efforts  to  address  any  existing 
pay  inequities  within  their  jur isdictions . " ® 

Under  the  Mayor's  leadership,  the  resolution  passed  unanimously. 

At  present,  three  official  City  committees  are 
investigating  the  question  of  how  to  correct  race  and  sex  based 
pay  inequities  in  the  San  Francisco  city  workforce: 
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1.  The  Commission  on  the  Status  of  Women's  Comparable 
Worth  Committee  has  prepared  a Fact  Sheet  on  Comparable  Worth 
in  San  Francisco,  and  is  conducting  an  educational  program. 

2.  The  Mayor  has  appointed  a Task  Force  of  top  city 
administrators  and  representatives  from  the  Commission  on  the 
Status  of  Women  and  the  Mayor's  Women's  Advisory  Committee  to 
advise  her  with  respect  to  comparable  worth. 

3.  The  SEIU-Ci ty  Joint  Committee  on  Comparable  Worth  is 
charged  with  studying  and  preparing  recommendations  to  the 
Board  of  Supervisors  on  how  comparable  worth  can  be  implemented 
in  conformity  with  the  San  Francisco  City  Charter. 

Thus  it  appears  that  1984-85  will  be  the  year  that  San 
Francisco  takes  steps  toward  pay  equity  for  all  city  workers. 

B.  THE  SEIU-CITY  JOINT  COMMITTEE  ON  COMPARABLE  WORTH 

The  SEIU-City  Committee  on  Comparable  Worth  was  formed 
pursuant  to  Section  34  of  the  1983-85  Memorandum  of 
Understanding  between  SEIU  Locals  250,  390/400,  and  535  and  the 
City  and  County  of  San  Francisco. 

Section  34  provides  that: 

Upon  formal  request  by  the  Union  to  the  Employee 
Relations  Division,  the  Union  and  the  City  shall 
establish  a joint  committee  (consisting  of  not 
more  than  six  individuals,  three  appointed  by 
the  Union  and  three  appointed  by  the  City)  to 
study  the  issue  of  comparable  worth  as  such  concept 
would  apply  to  the  employees  of  the  City  and  County  of 
San  Francisco.  The  Committee  shall  meet  as  necessary 
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but  not  less  than  once  per  month  to  conduct  its  study 
and  prepare  recommendations  in  conformity  with  the 
Charter  with  regard  to  the  implementation  of  comparable 
worth  principles  by  the  City  and  County  of  San  Fran- 
cisco . ' 

The  Committee  was  appointed  in  February.  1984.  Each  SEIU 
Local  chose  one  representative.  The  Rules  Committee  of  the 
Board  of  Supervisors  selected  the  three  City  representatives, 
who  were  appointed  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors. 

Members  of  the  Committee  are: 

Alice  Beasley.  San  Francisco  Attorney--Ci ty 
Harry  Britt.  Member  of  the  Board  of  Supervisors--Ci ty 
Nancy  Walker.  Member  of  the  Board  of  Supervisors--City 
Luisa  Blue.  President  of  Local  390/400--Union 
Velma  Gaines,  Chief  Shop  Steward.  Local  250--Union 
Lonnie  Weiss.  Executive  Board  Member.  Local  535 — Union 

At  the  first  meeting  in  March  1984,  Alice  Beasley  was 

selected  as  the  Committee's  Chairperson.  Maura  Kealey,  SEIU 

Local  390/400  Legislative  Coordinator,  serves  as  the  Union 

staff  to  the  Committee:  Anne  Anderson  Busch  (later  Dennis 

Ruel),  Employee  Relations  Director's  Office,  serves  as  the  City 

staff . 


The  Committee  decided  to  divide  its  work  into  two  phases: 
Phase  One  would  examine  the  present  method  of  salary 
setting  and  address  legal  questions  associated  with 
comparable  worth,  the  State  law.  and  the  San  Francisco 
City  Charter. 

Phase  Two  would  determine  how  and  when  comparable  worth 


would  be  implemented  in  San  Francisco. 
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This  Report  presents  the  Joint  Committee's  findings  and 
recommendations  on  Phase  One  only.  Because  of  the  role  that 
the  "Charter  Question"  has  played  in  the  history  of  comparable 
worth  in  San  Francisco,  the  Committee  decided  it  was  necessary 
to  reach  a decision  on  the  relationship  of  comparable  worth  to 
State  Law  and  the  City  Charter  before  making  recommendations  on 
the  method  and  timing  of  implementation. 

C.  COMPARABLE  WORTH.  STATE  LAW.  AND  THE  SAN  FRANCISCO 
CITY  CHARTER 

When  comparable  worth  was  first  discussed  in  San 
Francisco,  many  city  officials  responded  by  acknowledging  the 
problem,  but  asserting  that  race  and  sex  based  pay  inequities 
could  not  be  corrected  within  the  present  City  Charter  because 
it  mandates  a salary  setting  policy  based  solely  on  a survey  of 
prevailing  rates  paid  by  other  public  and  private  employers  in 
the  external  labor  market. 

The  Committee  found  this  response  inadequate  and 
inaccurate . 

In  1983,  the  California  State  Legislature  adopted 
Government  Code  Section  53248  (Klehs  Act,  1983),  which  states 
that  no  local  agency,  including  a Charter  City  and  County,  may 
prohibit  "consideration  of  comparability  of  the  value  of  work 

g 

to  the  employer"  in  salary  setting.  Any  discussion  of 
comparable  worth  for  San  Francisco  city  workers  must  now 
reconcile  the  City  Charter  salary  provisions  with  the 


requirements  of  state  law. 

Furthermore,  the  Committee  found  that  the  present  method 
by  which  salaries  are  set  for  San  Francisco  city  employees  is 
not  based  exclusively  on  external  labor  market  comparisons  of 
prevailing  rates.  Instead,  internal  market  considerations--the 
salary  relationship  between  jobs  within  the  City  and 
County--also  play  a significant  role  in  the  determination  of 
San  Francisco  city  employee  wage  rates. 

Based  on  these  findings,  the  Committee  concluded  that  the 
City  has  sufficient  flexibility  and  discretion  in  salary 
setting  to  implement  comparable  worth  within  the  present 
Charter . 

Sections  III  and  IV  of  this  Report  present  the  Committee's 
findings  about  the  factual  and  legal  questions  involved  in  the 
relationship  between  the  Charter,  Comparable  Worth,  and  State 
Law  in  detail . 

As  background,  this  Report  first  presents  the  relationship 
between  race,  sex,  and  salary  distribution  in  the  San  Francisco 
city  workforce,  and  summarizes  the  findings  of  previous 
investigations  into  comparable  worth  in  San  Francisco. 
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II  . BACKGROUND 

A.  RACE,  SEX,  AND  SALARY  CHARACTERISTICS  OF  THE 

SAN  FRANCISCO  CITY  WORKFORCE 

The  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  has  just  under  25,000 
employees  (including  the  Community  College  and  School 
Districts).  About  two-thirds  are  men;  just  over  one-half  are 
white . 9 

A closer  look  at  San  Francisco  city  workers  shows  that  men 
and  women,  whites  and  minorities,  are  not  equally  distributed 
throughout  the  City's  workforce  or  pay  scale.  Instead,  separate 
race  and  sex  dominated  groups  tend  to  cluster  in  segregated  job 
ghettos  at  opposite  ends  of  the  pay  scale. 

Job  segregation  works  in  two  ways: 

1 . Job  Ghettos: 

In  San  Francisco's  workforce,  as  in  the  nation's,  women 
workers  cluster  in  a relatively  few  female-dominated 
occupations.  Women  hold  positions  in  just  one-third  of  the 
City's  approximately  1600  job  classifications,  while  men  are 
employed  in  90%  of  the  City's  jobs.  This  occupational 
segregation  is  so  extreme  that  just  twenty-two  classifications, 
less  than  2%  of  the  total,  employ  50%  of  the  City's  women 
workers.  Fifteen  percent  of  all  women  working  for  the  City  are 
Clerk-Typists . 10 

Most  women  workers  are  found  in  clerical,  food  service, 
health,  and  social  services  occupations.  More  than  75%  of  the 
women  working  for  the  City  are  grouped  into  just  11  of  the 
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Firef iqhters : 
Police : 
Executives : 


Bus  Drivers: 


City's  60  salary  benchmarks. 

At  the  other  end  of  the  pay  scale,  there  are  occupational 
groupings  that  have  almost  no  women: 

Trades  and  Crafts:  of  3400  trades  and  craft  positions 

in  San  Francisco,  only  200  are  held 
by  women; 

more  than  1400  men,  no  women; 
more  than  1600  men,  180  women; 

(those  qualifying  for  multiple 
benchmark  system)  - more  than 
75%  male; 

92%  male. 

With  the  exception  of  bus  drivers,  who  are  83%  minority, 
non-whites  are  also  severely  underrepresented  in  these  higher 
paid  jobs.  About  one-quarter  of  police  officers  and  trade  and 
craft  workers  are  minority,  well  below  the  percentage  of 
minorities  (45%)  in  the  City  workforce.  Fewer  than  10%  of  San 
Francisco  firefighters  are  non-white.  However,  the  racial 
composition  of  the  multiple  benchmark  group.  City  executives, 
is  even  more  skewed:  over  95%  are  white. 

2 . Pay  Gaps: 

In  direct  correlation  to  this  pattern  of  job  segregation 
in  the  San  Francisco  city  workforce,  the  salaries  of  positions 
that  are  held  predominately  by  women  and  minorities  are  much 
lower  than  salaries  of  jobs  filled  primarily  by  white  men. 
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An  electrician,  whose  job  requires  entry  level  skills  and 
experience  comparable  to  those  required  by  the  Clerk 
Stenographer,  earns  more  than  40%  more  than  the  Stenographer. 
The  classification  of  painter,  which  does  not  have  the  special 
licensing  and  continuing  education  requirements  of  Licensed 
Vocational  Nurse,  is  paid  41%  more  than  the  LVN . San  Francisco 
painters  and  electricians  are  100%  male;  Clerk  Stenographer  and 
Licensed  Vocational  Nurse  are  both  over  90%  female.11 

Pay  gaps  between  classes  predominately  white  male  and 
predominately  female  with  similar  levels  of  duties,  training, 
and  experience  also  affect  professional  classes.  Librarians,  a 
classification  which  is  over  75%  female,  earn  21%  less  than 
Real  Property  Appraisers,  a classification  over  90%  male,  even 

though  the  level  of  skills,  duties,  knowledge,  and  experience 

12 

required  are  greater  for  the  Librarian. 

The  examples  proliferate:  in  San  Francisco's  city 

workforce,  jobs  typically  performed  by  women  and  minorities  are 
paid  much  less  than  work  typically  performed  by  men  that 
require  comparable  skill,  effort,  responsibility  and  working 
conditions . 

B.  HISTORY  OF  COMPARABLE  WORTH  IN  SAN  FRANCISCO 

The  Committee  heard  from  several  witnesses  and  reviewed 
reports  and  documents  on  the  history  of  comparable  worth 
investigations  in  San  Francisco  prior  to  the  1983-85  Memorandum 
of  Understanding  between  SEIU  and  the  City  of  San  Francisco. 
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In  fact,  the  first  point  made  by  Attorney  Virginia  Dean, 
co-founder  of  the  Comparable  Worth  Project,  in  her  testimony 
before  the  Committee  was  that  San  Francisco  has  already  had  two 
studies  which  have  demonstrated  the  existence  of  pay  equity 
issues  in  the  city  workforce  and  suggested  remedies.  They  are: 

1.  The  1978  Women  Library  Workers/Commission  on 
the  Status  of  Women  Study,  and 

2.  The  1981  Comparable  Worth  Report  by  the  San 
Francisco  Comparable  Worth  Committee. 

1 . 1978  Women  Library  Workers/Commission  on  the 

Status  of  Women 

The  1978  study  compared  job  descriptions  and  pay  rates  for 
the  City's  approximately  1600  classifications  with  information 
on  race  and  sex  from  the  Equal  Employment  Opportunity  (EE04) 
Report . 13 

Men  in  classifications  75%  or  more  male  earned  an  average 
of  74%  more  per  month  than  women  in  predominately  female 
classifications . 

Seventy  percent  of  City  jobs  that  fell  into  the  lowest 
EE04  pay  band  were  predominately  female;  89%  of  the  jobs  in  the 
highest  pay  band  were  predominately  male. 

Job  segregation  was  about  the  same  in  1978  as  now:  women 

were  concentrated  in  just  31%  of  the  City's  jobs,  while  88%  of 
all  jobs  were  open  to  men.  A full  69%  of  city  job 
classifications  had  no  female  incumbents  at  all. 
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The  1978  study  also  applied  a simple  job  evaluation  method 
to  two  female  dominated  career  series:  clerk-typist  and 

1 ibrar ian--to  determine  the  inequity  between  these  female 
dominated  classes  and  comparable  men's  jobs. 

Job  descriptions  were  used  to  find  positions  over  75%  male 
with  comparable  length  of  educat ion/training . experience,  and 
supervisory  requirements.  When  matched  with  comparable  men's 
jobs,  clerk- typists  (1424)  were  83%  behind.  Librarians  lagged 
28%  behind  male-dominated  classes  with  comparable  job  values. 

The  1978  study  made  four  recommendations: 

a.  For  a Charter  Amendment 

b.  For  a citywide  Classification  Study 

c.  For  internal  adjustments  for  all  predominately 
female  classifications 

d.  For  an  affirmative  action  plan  to  end  sex  seg- 
regation and  open  career  opportunities. 

The  Study  and  recommendations  were  sent  by  the  Commission  on 
the  Status  of  Women  to  Civil  Service,  city  employee  unions, 
other  Commissions  on  the  Status  of  Women,  Equal  Employment 
Opportunity  Commissions,  and  other  interested  parties. 

2 . 1981  Report  by  San  Francisco  Comparable  Worth 

Committee 

The  1981  Report  by  the  San  Francisco  Comparable  Worth 
Committee  cross-tabula ted  the  race  and  sex  of  city  workers,  as 
well  as  information  on  who  was  permanent  and  temporary,  with 
the  salaries  of  all  classifications.  Because  the  methods  of 
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computation  were  different,  the  results  of  the  1981  study- 

14 

cannot  be  directly  compared  with  the  1978  study. 

The  1981  study  did  find  a comparable  pattern:  pay 

inequities  correlated  with  race  and  sex  dominated 
classifications  throughout  the  city  workforce.  The  overall 
wage  gap  between  classes  75%  male  vs.  classes  75%  female  was 
25%. 

Five  factors  were  identified  as  contributing  to  the  wage 
gap  between  women  and  men  working  for  the  City: 

a.  Women  earned  less  than 'men  because  women  were  excluded 
from  the  highest  income  levels  in  city  employment.  Men  held 
95%  of  positions  paying  more  than  $24,000  a year;  women  held 
fewer  than  1%  of  jobs  with  salaries  of  $40,000  a year. 

b.  Women  were  concentrated  in  traditional  "women's  jobs" 
that  pay  less  than  traditional  "men's  work".  The  1981  study 
found  a job  ghetto  skewing  of  the  workforce  similar  to  1978 's 
and  that  of  the  present. 

c.  Classifications  that  were  predominately  male  were 
better  paid  than  classifications  that  were  predominately  female. 

d.  The  only  large  classifications  with  salaries  as  low  as 
typical  female-dominated  jobs  were  those  dominated  by  minority 
men.  The  salaries  for  women  and  minorities  were  depressed 
further  by  their  disproportionate  representation  among 
temporary  employees.  (Since  temporary  employee  salaries  are 
frozen  at  Step  I,  and  they  receive  no  social  security  or 
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retirement  benefits,  the  disproportionate  number  of  female  and 
minority  temporary  workers  significantly  lowered  their 
compensation. ) 

e.  In  the  selected  classes  evaluated  in  the  1978  Report, 
the  evidence  indicated  that  women  were  still  not  paid 
comparable  salaries  for  work  of  comparable  value  to  male 
classifications . 

The  Legislative  and  Personnel  Committee  of  the  Board  of 
Supervisors  (Britt.  Hongisto.  and  Walker),  held  hearings  on  the 
Report  and  on  a City  Policy  Statement  authored  by  Supervisors 
Britt  and  Walker  in  October  1981. 

Over  250  people  attended  the  hearing,  testified,  or  sent 
written  statements.  The  Committee  unanimously  approved  the 
policy  statement  and  sent  it  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors,  which 
passed  a resolution  approving  the  policy  statement  by  a 9-2 
vote . 

The  Committee  also  directed  that  the  Report  submitted  by 
the  Comparable  Worth  Committee  be  sent  to  the  Civil  Service 
Commission,  with  a request  that  Civil  Service  report  back  at  a 
future  meeting  on  how  to  implement  comparable  worth  in  San 
Francisco.  The  Report  was  also  circulated  to  all  labor 
organizations  in  the  City. 

The  City  policy  statement  adopted  by  the  Board  in  1981  had 


three  parts: 
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1.  Declaring  it  to  be  City  policy  to  eliminate 
pay  inequities  based  on  race  and  sex; 

2.  Requesting  that  the  Mayor  ask  Civil  Service  to 
conduct  a job  evaluation  study  for  San  Francisco; 

3.  Encouraging  creation  of  affirmative  action 
programs  to  help  women  and  minorities  move  into 
better  paying  jobs. 

The  Committee  concluded  that  the  1978  and  1981 
investigations  of  sex  and  race  based  pay  inequities  in  San 
Francisco  provide  a factual  basis  for  the  existence  of  the 
problem  in  San  Francisco's  city  workforce.  Current  statistics 
re-confirm  the  picture  presented. 

These  previous  Reports  had  also  suggested  ways  that  sex 
and  race  based  pay  inequities  could  be  eliminated  within  the 
present  City  Charter.  The  Committee  took  up  this  question  next. 

III.  PRESENT  METHOD  OF  SALARY  SETTING  IN  SAN  FRANCISCO 
The  Committee  devoted  considerably  more  time  to 
investigating  and  discussing  how  salaries  are  set  at  present  in 
San  Francisco  than  the  members  had  anticipated  for  two  reasons: 
1.  It  was  not  easy  to  get  a complete  picture  of  how 
salaries  are  and  have  been  set  in  practice  over  the  past  years. 
There  are  no  written  policies  and  procedures  that  govern  the 
interpretation  and  application  of  Charter  formulae  in  actual 


practice . 
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2.  It  became  clear  that  a good  understanding  of  the 
present  method  of  salary  setting  under  the  language  of  Charter 
Sections  8.401  and  8.407  would  be  necessary  to  determine 
whether  comparable  worth  can  be  implemented  in  San  Francisco  in 
conformity  with  the  Charter. 

In  addition  to  A1  Ambrose.  Chief  of  the  Civil  Service 
Salary  Unit,  the  Committee  heard  from  Virginia  Dean.  Comparable 
Worth  Project  attorney,  Vince  Courtney,  former  Executive 
Secretary  of  SEIU  Local  390/400,  and  Rosalind  Wolf,  Public 
Employment  Relations  Board  attorney  and  former  aide  to 
Supervisor  Walker,  who  submitted  written  testimony. 

A.  THE  CHARTER  SYSTEM:  PREVAILING  RATES 

The  San  Francisco  City  Charter  contains  four  formulae  that 
govern  salary  setting  for  city  workers:  Section  8.404  for  Bus 

Drivers,  8.405  for  Police  and  Firefighters.  8.403  for 
Registered  Nurses,  and  8.401/8.407  for  Miscellaneous  (all 
other)  employees.  Although  all  the  formulae  are  based  on  the 
concept  of  prevailing  external  market  rates,  they  vary 
significantly  among  themselves.15 

The  table  below  outlines  the  major  differences  among  the 
City's  four  Wage  Setting  Systems.  Formulae  for  the 
predominately  male  Police/Fire  and  Bus  Drivers  are  based 
respectively  on  prevailing  rates  for  the  four  highest  paid 
cities  in  California  and  the  two  highest  paid  transit  districts 
in  the  nation.  The  Registered  Nurses'  formula  is  based  on  the 
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highest  nurses ’ contract  in  the  Bay  Area.  In  contrast,  the 
standard  for  miscellaneous  employees'  salaries  is  just  the 
average  of  wages  paid  for  a large  cross-section  of  public  and 
private  jurisdictions  in  the  Bay  Area. 


SAN  FRANCISCO  CHARTER  FORMULAE16 


GROUP/SECTION 

SALARY  FORMULA 

No. 

%Fem 

%Min 

SALARY 

8 . 405 

Police/Fire 

Average  of  top  salary 
paid  to  police  or  fire 
in  top  4 cities  in  Ca . 

3600 

4.0 

17.2 

$33 . 048 

8 .404 

Bus  Drivers 

Top  2 transit  districts 
in  US  surveyed;  drivers 
receive  average  wages  & 
benefits . 

2200 

9.0 

83 

27,217 

8.403 

Registered 

Nurses 

Top  RN  contract  in  Bay 
Area  counties  surveyed; 
RNs  bargain  up  to  the 
top  contract  on  wages  & 
benefits . 

900 

92.0 

40 

33,720 

8 .401/8 .407 

Miscellaneous 

Employees 

Survey  of  many  Bay  Area 
employers;  16,000  emp- 
loyees receive  the 
average  of  all  public  & 
private  employers. 

16000 

41.0 

45 

25,500 

Over  85%  of  women  and  80%  of  minority  city  workers  hold 


jobs  that  come  under  the  Miscellaneous  employees  Charter 
Section  8.401  and  8.407.  Salary  setting  under  these  sections 
is  discussed  in  greater  detail  below. 
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In  addition  to  the  significantly  lower  standard  of 
prevailing  rates  which  the  Section  8.407  survey  prescribes, 
miscellaneous  employees  are  also  disadvantaged  by  the  survey 
completion  dates  established  in  the  Charter. 

Police.  Firefighters,  and  Bus  Drivers  formulae  permit  the 
salary  survey  to  be  delayed  so  that  the  rates  of  pay  effective 
July  1st  will  actually  be  current. 

Registered  Nurses,  the  only  predominately  female 
occupation  with  a special  salary  formula,  have  until  May  1 to 
survey  prevailing  pay  rates  to  be  effective  the  following  July 
1st . 

The  Miscellaneous  employees  survey,  however,  must  be 
completed  in  March  for  rates  to  be  effective  the  following 
July.  Therefore,  since  most  July  contract  settlements  occur 
after  March.  San  Francisco  miscellaneous  workers'  wages  are 
surveyed  in  a manner  that  tends  to  keep  them  behind  current 
salary  rates  elsewhere. 

The  method  by  which  the  results  of  the  salary  survey  are 
averaged  also  works  against  miscellaneous  employees.  Taking 
the  weighted  average  of  the  midpoint  for  public  data  and  the 
median  for  private  jurisdiction  salaries,  as  specified  in 
Section  8.407,  produces  the  lowest  average  for  both  public  and 
private  wage  surveys. 

Thus  within  the  Charter's  concept  of  a prevailing  rate  pay 
standard  for  "like  work  and  service"  for  all  city  employees. 
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variations  in  the  survey  base,  survey  date,  and  mathematical 
methodology  increase  the  pay  gap  between  the  lower  paid 
Miscellaneous  employees  governed  by  Section  8.407,  and  the 
Police.  Fire.  Bus  Drivers,  and  Registered  Nurses  whose  salaries 
are  set  under  separate  Charter  Sections. 

B.  MISCELLANEOUS  EMPLOYEES /CHARTER  SECTIONS  8.401/8.407 
Charter  Section  8.401  provides  that  the  Civil  Service 
Commission  is  to  "adopt  a schedule  of  compensations"  under 
which  "like  compensation  shall  be  paid  for  like  service." 
Furthermore,  the  schedule  is  to  be  "in  accord  with  the 
generally  prevailing  rates  of  wage  for  like  service  and  working 
conditions  in  private  employment  or  in  other  comparable 
governmental  organizations  in  this  state...." 

In  addition.  Section  8.407  specifies  how  the  Commission  is 
to  determine  "generally  prevailing  rates... for  like  service  and 
working  conditions."  and  states  that  the  Commission  is  to 
conduct  a survey  of  wages  for  "like  work  and  like  service"  and 
establish  data  for  benchmark  classes  of  jobs  in  other  public 
and  private  employment  in  the  Bay  Area. 

Although  there  are  no  official  written  policies  outlining 
the  criteria  used  to  set  salaries  under  Charter  section  8.407. 
interviews  with  experts  and  documents  assembled  by  the 
Committee  make  it  clear  that  the  City  has  extensive  flexibility 
and  discretion  in  many  areas  of  salary  setting  under  Section 


8 . 407 . 
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Civil  Service  must  exercise  this  discretion  because 
despite  its  precision  about  mathematical  formulae,  the  Charter 
is  either  silent  or  provides  only  broad,  general  guidance  in 
certain  key  areas. 

Charter  Section  8.407  provides  the  following  method  to  set 
salaries  for  miscellaneous  employees: 

1.  City  jobs  are  grouped  by  Civil  Service  staff.  One 
classification  is  selected  as  the  "benchmark  class";  the 
Charter  specifies  only  that  it  should  be  a "key  class  within  an 
occupational  grouping." 

2.  Civil  Service  staff  then  conducts  a survey  of  wage 
rates  in  public  and  private  jurisdictions  in  the  Bay  Area  for 
the  benchmark  classes.  They  have  discretion  to  determine  what 
other  jobs  will  be  considered  comparable  to  these  benchmark 
classifications . 

Only  about  60  out  of  1600  classifications  are  actually 
surveyed.  All  other  city  classifications  are  placed  on  the 
salary  range  in  appropriate  relationship  to  their  benchmark 
class,  as  determined  by  Civil  Service.  Thus  for  95%  of  the 
City's  classif ications . this  determination  is  the  actual  basis 
for  establishing  salary  rates. 

The  Charter  is  completely  silent  on  how  to  establish 
salary  relationships  within  a benchmark. 

3.  If  the  survey  finds  that  the  prevailing  rate  of  pay 
for  the  benchmark  classification  in  other  Bay  Area 
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jurisdictions  is  higher  than  San  Francisco's  rate  of  pay.  the 
following  July  1st  the  benchmark  class  is  raised  to  the  rate 
established  by  the  survey.  All  other  classes  attached  to  that 
benchmark  receive  the  same  percentage  salary  adjustment  that 
the  survey  shows  is  due  the  benchmark  class. 

Civil  Service  also  annually  reviews  salary  relationships 
within  and  between  benchmarks.  Classifications  determined  to  be 
out  of  alignment,  based  either  on  the  internal  market  (salary 
relationships  between  jobs  within  the  City)  or  the  external 
market  (prevailing  rates  in  other  jurisdictions),  may  be  moved 
to  a new  place  on  the  benchmark,  or  re-allocated  to  a different 
benchmark  at  a higher  rate  of  pay,  according  to  the  judgment  of 
the  Civil  Service  Commission  staff. 

Since  Section  8.407  was  added  to  the  City  Charter  in  1976, 
most  of  the  discussion  about  its  provisions  has  focussed  on  its 
cumbersome  and  detailed  mathematical  formulae. 

The  amount  of  flexibility  and  discretion  exercised  by 
Civil  Service  in  applying  the  8.407  wage  formula  is  most  often 
noted  to  bolster  a particular  criticism  or  defense  of  staff 
decisions  about  individual  cases.  Much  less  attention  has  been 
paid,  however,  to  an  analysis  of  how  this  extensive  flexibility 
and  discretion  influences  the  overall  salary  setting  process. 

The  Committee  found  the  discretion  in  salary  setting 
exercised  by  Civil  Service  at  present  could  be  used  to 
implement  comparable  worth.  Particularly  significant  is  Civil 
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Service's  flexibility  in  the  areas  of  choice  of  benchmark 
classification,  assignment  for  most  City  jobs  to  one  or  more 
benchmarks,  and  the  placement  of  classifications  in 
relationship  to  others  within  a benchmark  grouping  and  within 
the  entire  City  salary  schedule. 

Because  there  are  no  written  policies  and  procedures  on 
how  Civil  Service  implements  Section  8.407,  the  Committee 
relied  on  expert  testimony  and  written  evidence  in  reaching 
this  conclusion. 

A1  Ambrose,  Chief  of  the  Civil  Service  Salary  Unit, 
provided  the  following  overview  of  the  way  miscellaneous 
employees  salaries  are  set  under  Section  8.40717. 

Mr.  Ambrose  stated  that  the  present  benchmark  system  has 
been  in  existence  for  about  twenty-five  years.  According  to 
Mr.  Ambrose,  there  are  no  formal  or  written  criteria,  policies, 
or  procedures  governing  Civil  Service  decisions  about  choice  of 
benchmark,  allocation  of  classes  to  one  or  another  benchmark, 
or  salary  placement  in  relationship  to  other  classes  on  the 
benchmark.  These  decisions  are  made  initially  by  Civil  Service 
staff,  and  must  then  be  adopted  by  the  Civil  Service  Commission. 

Changes  in  the  salary  system  take  place  during  the  annual 
salary  standardization  process.  Civil  Service  staff  review 
requests  for  salary  adjustments  initiated  by  departments, 
employee  organizations,  or  individuals,  and  they  may  initiate 
changes.  These  requests  may  be  to  reallocate  comparative  data, 
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to  add  or  delete  benchmarks,  or  to  increase  the  pay  of  a 
classification  in  relationship  to  other  classifications  in  the 
City . 

Several  hundred  requests  are  received  from  unions, 
departments,  and  individuals,  or  are  initiated  by  Civil  Service 
staff,  each  year.  About  forty  to  fifty  changes  will  be  made  in 
a typical  year. 

Mr.  Ambrose  summarized  the  criteria  used  by  Civil  Service 
in  making  salary  adjustments  as  the  general  level  of  duties  and 
responsibilities,  education  and  experience,  and  skills  required 
by  the  class  in  relationship  to  other  classifications.  Both 
external  comparisons  with  other  jurisdictions  and  internal 
comparisons  with  other  City  classes  are  used  as  a valid  basis 
for  these  salary  adjustments. 

The  extent  of  discretion  was  also  highlighted  in  one  of 

the  few  extensive  commentaries  on  salary  setting  under  Section 

8.407  from  outside  Civil  Service.  In  his  1978  Budget  Analyst 

Report  on  the  Salary  Standardization  Procedure  (see  Appendix 

H),  Harvey  Rose  reported  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors  that 

"The  Civil  Service  Commission  has  considerable 
discretion  and  flexibility  in  establishing 
wage  and  salary  increases  for  public  employees." 

Mr.  Rose's  1979  Report  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors  on  the 
next  year's  salary  standardization  reaffirmed  and  updated  his 
1978  Report.  He  listed  numerous  ways  in  which  Civil  Service 
exercised  discretion  in  salary  setting,  including  the  creation 
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and  abolition  of  benchmark  classes,  and  the  use  of  internal 
adjustments  and  changes  in  the  survey  data.  His  Report  went  so 
far  as  to  criticize  Civil  Service's  performance  as  follows: 

"Some  Civil  Service  Commission  wage  and 
salary  recommendations  for  1978-79  are 
inconsistent  with  the  Charter  require- 
ment that  comparable  pay  be  provided  for 
comparable  work.  The  Budget  Analyst 
found  cases  where  classes  with  comparable 
duties,  responsibilities,  and  skill  require- 
ments receive  different  wage  rates  and  are 
tied  to  different  benchmark  classes." 


This  1979  review  of 
concluded  by  recommending 
develop  and  adopt  precise 


salary  setting  under  Section 
that  the  Civil  Service  Commi 
guidelines  and  policies  for 


8.407 

ssion 

benchmark 


selection  and  allocation  to  benchmarks,  recommendations  for 


internal  adjustments,  and  other  matters  left  to  staff 

, . . . 18 
discretion . 


Another  account  of  the  basis  for  Civil  Service  salary 
setting  decisions  under  Section  8.407  was  provided  by  General 
Manager  of  Personnel  John  Walsh,  in  a 1980  letter  to  the  Civil 
Service  Commission  explaining  staff  recommendations  for  1981-82 
internal  adjustments.  Mr.  Walsh  explained  that  staff  was 
recommending  changes  based  on 

"...a  variety  of  factors,  including  maintaining, 
establishing,  or  re-establishing  supervisory 
differentials,  effective  use  of  benchmarks, 
appropriate  promotive  relationships,  relative 
levels  of  responsibility  and  functions  in  the 
citywide  organizational  structure,  parity, 
proper  relationship  based  on  job  duties,  similar- 
ity of  job  duties,  to  equate  with  a comparable 
class,  to  create  a closer  relationship  with 
another  class,  and  recruitment  and  retention." 
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Other  committee  wi tnesses--Rosalind  Wolf,  Vince  Courtney, 

and  Virginia  Dean,  presented  other  examples  to  illustrate  the 

19 

breadth  of  Civil  Service  discretion. 

In  one  case.  Civil  Service  staff  justified  setting  rates 
for  class  9131  Station  Agent  below  prevailing  external  rates 
by  the  need  to  maintain  the  proper  internal  salary  alignment 
between  Station  Agents  and  another  City  classification.  Bus 
Driver . 

Class  1466  Water  Meter  Reader,  which  until  recently  was 
an  100%  white  male  classification,  has  been  moved  back  and 
forth  from  the  clerical  benchmark  to  its  own  benchmark  several 
times.  In  each  case,  the  benchmark  change  produced  higher 
wages  . 

Another  illustration  of  Civil  Service  discretion  in 
interpreting  and  applying  the  salary  setting  provisions  of 
Section  8.407  is  the  creation  of  the  Multiple  Benchmark  System. 

According  to  the  Charter,  each  City  classification  is  to 
be  placed  within  an  occupational  grouping.  Without  any  direct 
Charter  authority.  Civil  Service  has  determined  that  one 
benchmark  is  not  enough  for  more  than  150  Executive  level  city 
positions.  Instead,  these  jobs  are  related  to  more  than  one 
City  benchmark.  Pay  rates  are  set  at  the  average  of  the 
multiple  benchmarks  surveyed.  The  City  Controller's  salary, 
for  instance,  is  set  by  averaging  benchmark  rates  for  the 
Personnel  Analyst,  Accountant,  and  Management  Assistant 


benchmarks . 
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Even  with  the  multiple  benchmark  system.  Civil  Service 
must  still  make  further  adjustments  to  maintain  appropriate 
internal  salary  relationships.  For  example,  when  the  survey 
results  produced  a salary  rate  for  top  city  officials  that 
exceeded  the  Mayor's,  Civil  Service  re-adjusted  the  rates  to 
maintain  the  existing  internal  alignment. 

The  following  table  shows  that  among  miscellaneous 
employees  in  San  Francisco  with  salaries  set  under  Charter 
Sections  8.401  and  8.407,  large  female  and  minority  dominated 
classifications  are  the  lowest  paid.13  At  the  other  end  of 
the  pay  scale  are  classifications  with  salaries  set  according 
to  the  Multiple  Benchmark  System,  which  are  75%  male  and  over 
95%  white.  They  have  the  highest  average  salary  in  San 
Francisco . 
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SEX.  RACE,  AND  SALARY  RATES  FOR  MISCELLANEOUS 
SAN  FRANCISCO  EMPLOYEES.  1984-85z0 


CLASSIFICATION/ 

GROUPING 

PERCENT 

FEMALE 

PERCENT 

MINORITY 

1984-85 

SALARY 

EXECUTIVE 

(MULTIPLE  BENCHMARKS) 

26.5 

4.0 

$63,092 

TRADE/CRAFTS 

6.0 

24 . 5 

32,148 

WATER  METER  READER 

0 

40.0 

24,050 

REAL  PROPERTY 
APPRAISER 

8.0 

8.0 

28,964 

LIBRARIAN 

75 . 0 

26.2 

21,345 

FOOD  SERVICE 

72.7 

58.0 

18,860 

CLERICAL 

74 . 3 

65.0 

18 . 842 

DATA  ENTRY 

76.2 

88 . 0 

18,637 

If  the  results  of  the  job  evaluation  studies  completed  in  San 
Jose  and  Washington  State  are  applied  to  San  Francisco,  the 
female  and  minority  dominated  occupations  listed  in  the  above 
table  are  underpaid  compared  to  men's  jobs  of  comparable 

i 21 

value . 

From  its  review  of  the  City's  present  practice  in 
salary  setting,  the  Committee  concluded  that  Charter  Section 
8.407  as  presently  applied  is  sufficiently  broad  and  flexible 
to  permit  consideration  of  comparable  worth.  In  the  absence  of 
a Civil  Service  Commission  policy  to  correct  race  and  sex  based 
pay  inequities,  however,  the  City  has  not  used  its  discretion 
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for  that  purpose. 

IV.  COMPARABLE  WORTH.  STATE  LAW.  AND  THE  CITY  CHARTER 

The  Committee  investigated  the  relationship  of  the 
Charter  to  implementation  of  comparable  worth  in  San 
Francisco.  In  so  doing,  it  determined  that  the  Charter  does 
not  prevent  the  Civil  Service  Commission  from  applying 
comparable  worth  concepts  to  its  salary  setting  system.  But 
even  more  significant  is  the  fact  that  state  law  prevents  the 
City  from  asserting  that  the  Charter  acts  as  a barrier  to  pay 
equity . 

A.  ANY  INTERPRETATION  OF  THE  CITY  CHARTER  TO 
FORBID  COMPARABLE  WORTH  VIOLATES  STATE  LAW 

Government  Code  Section  53248,  added  by  Chapter  906, 
Stats.  1983  (the  Klehs  law)  forbids  local  agencies  from 
continuing  policies  or  enacting  ordinances  which  interfere  with 
considering  the  "comparability  of  the  value  of  the  work"  as  one 
factor  in  salary  negotiations.  If  State  law  requires 
consideration  of  the  value  of  work  when  setting  wages,  any 
local  policy  or  Charter  section  which  forbids  the  consideration 
and  implementation  of  this  salary  setting  criterion  would  be  in 
conflict  with  the  State  law. 

It  is  true  that  in  general,  salary  setting  is  a 
municipal  matter  with  which  the  State  should  not  interfere. 
However,  enactment  of  the  Klehs  law  (like  the  passage  of  the 
State’s  Equal  Pay  law)  overrides  local  prerogative  in  this 
area.  The  California  Supreme  Court  has  stated  that  the  general 
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rule  of  non-interference  with  salary  setting  may  be  overridden 
by  State  law  where  there  is  a matter  of  "statewide  concern." 
Sonoma  County.  Etc,  v.  County  of  Sonoma  (1979)  23  Cal.  3d  296, 
152  Cal.  Rptr.  903  In  Sonoma  County  the  Court  invalidated  a 
law  which  forbade  local  municipalites  receiving  monies  from  the 
State  from  granting  greater  wage  increases  to  their  employees 
than  the  increase  State  employees  were  to  receive.  While  the 
Court  found  that  law  to  be  in  conflict  with  Article  XI  of  the 
California  Constitution  because  it  interfered  with  the  rights 
of  chartered  cities  and  counties  to  determine  the  compensation 
of  their  employees,  it  was  careful  to  note  that  where  matters 
are  of  "statewide  concern,  charter  cities  remain  subject  to 
state  law. " 

The  Klehs  law  does  deal  with  a matter  of  statewide 

concern  and  therefore  overrides  any  Charter  provision  with 

which  it  conflicts.  State  law  itself  has  recognized  the  need 

for  setting  salaries  on  the  basis  of  comparability  of  the  value 

of  work  by  passage  of  Government  Code  Section  19827.2  in  1981 

(Appendix  L) . That  statute  reads,  in  part: 

"(a)  The  Legislature,  having  recognized 
December  1980  statistics  from  the  U.S. 

Department  of  Labor,  finds:  that  60% 

of  all  women  18  to  64  are  in  the  work- 
force. that  two-thirds  of  all  those  women 
are  either  the  head  of  household  or  had 
husbands  whose  earnings  were  less  than 
ten  thousand  dollars  ($10,000).  and  that 
most  women  are  in  the  workforce  because  of 
economic  needs;  that  the  average  working 
woman  has  earned  less  than  the  average 
working  man.  not  only  because  of  the  lack  of 
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educational  and  employment  opportunities  in 
the  past,  but  because  of  segregation  into 
historically  undervalued  occupations  where 
wages  have  been  depressed;  and  that  a failure 
to  reassess  the  basis  on  which  salaries  in 
state  service  are  established  will  perpetuate 
these  pay  inequities,  which  have  a particularly 
discriminatory  impact  on  minority  and  older 
women;  and.  therefore,  it  is  the  intent  of  the 
Legislature  in  enacting  this  statute  to  establish 
a state  policy  of  setting  salaries  for  female- 
dominated  jobs  on  the  basis  of  comparability  of 
the  value  of  the  work.  (emphasis  added) 


This  statute  embodies  the  legislative  finding  that  women  have 
suffered  unfair  compensation  in  the  past  and  that 
discrimination  can  be  cured  by  evaluating  jobs  according  to  the 
value  of  the  job.  So  great  is  the  Legislature's  concern  that 
it  enacted  this  law  as  a first  step  to  ending  pay  inequities  in 
State  service. 

In  enacting  the  Klehs  law,  the  Legislature  was 
attempting  to  remedy  the  identical  problem  which  exists  on  the 
local  level.  In  fact,  the  virtual  identity  of  the  terms 
"comparability  of  the  value  of  the  work",  "skill",  "effort", 
"responsibility"  and  "working  conditions"  demonstrates  the 
intent  of  the  Legislature  in  the  enactment  of  both  statutes  is 
to  evaluate  jobs  according  to  the  value  of  the  work  throughout 
the  State.22 

Any  finding  that  the  Charter  forbids  consideration  of 
comparable  worth  would  directly  contradict  the  meaning  and 
intent  of  the  Klehs  law  to  require  local  governmental  entities 


to  consider  comparable  worth  if  so  requested  by  labor 
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organizations  representing  employees. 

B.  THE  CITY  CHARTER  PERMITS  IMPLEMENTATION  OF 
COMPARABLE  WORTH 

The  City  Charter  itself  explicitly  prohibits 
discrimination  based  on  sex.  race,  national  origin,  etc. 
(Sections  8.310(a)  and  3.661(c).)  To  the  extent  that  failure 
to  implement  comparable  worth  in  San  Francisco  perpetuates 
discrimination  against  one  of  the  protected  groups,  these 
Charter  sections  are  violated.  Any  focus  on  the  wage  setting 
sections  of  the  Charter  which  fails  to  take  the  prohibition 
against  discrimination  into  account  avoids  the  clear  policy  of 
the  City  to  end  discrimination  in  whatever  form  it  may  exist 
within  city  government.  In  order  to  harmonize  the  various 
sections  of  the  Charter,  the  City  must  be  forbidden  from 
adopting  a salary  schedule  which  discriminates  against  women 
and  minorities. 

To  do  so.  it  is  not  necessary  for  the  City  to  choose 
one  Charter  section  over  another.  As  demonstrated  above  in 
Section  III  of  this  Report,  there  is  a wide  range  of 
flexibility  in  the  current  method  of  setting  salaries.  The 
flexibility  allowed  by  the  Charter  and  utilized  by  the  Civil 
Service  Commission  already  takes  into  account  the  relative 
value  of  the  work  of  different  classifications  when  setting 
salary  scales  within  the  City.  Within  the  present  City 
Charter,  it  is  possible  for  the  City  not  only  to  create  a more 
fair  and  equitable  salary  setting  system,  but  to  end  any 
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discrimination  which  may  be  found  to  exist  in  the  system  as  it 
currently  operates. 

Equally  as  important  is  the  ability  of  the  Civil 
Service  Commission  to  interpret  Section  8.401  in  a manner  which 
allows  or  requires  consideration  of  the  value  of  work  when 
setting  wages.  Section  8.401  provides  that  "like  compensation 
shall  be  paid  for  like  service."  No  interpretation  of  the 
meaning  of  "like  service"  is  included  in  the  Charter,  thereby 
giving  the  Commission  discretion  to  interpret  the  term. 

Because  no  reference  is  made  in  the  Charter  to  "equal  work", 
the  Commission  should  not  interpret  Section  8.401  as  requiring 
identical  job  comparisons.  Rather,  it  may  look  at  the  criteria 
commonly  employed  in  job  evaluations  to  determine  what  is  "like 
service."  These  criteria:  skill,  effort,  responsibility  and 
working  conditions,  measure  the  intrinsic  value  of  jobs,  a 
concept  which  can  be  used  to  implement  comparable  worth.  Thus 
even  by  the  terms  of  the  Charter  itself  there  is  no  question 
that  comparable  worth  can  be  implemented  in  the  City  of  San 
Francisco . 

C.  SUMMATION 

The  Committee's  inquiry  into  the  wage-setting  system 
in  San  Francisco  has  shown  that  implementation  of  comparable 
worth  principles  in  salary  setting  in  San  Francisco  is 
possible.  First.  State  law  requires  consideration  of 
comparable  worth  concepts  in  salary-setting  negotiations.  No 
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City  ordinance  or  Charter  provision  may  forbid  what  the  State 
has  mandated.  Second,  the  Civil  Service  Commission  has  a great 
deal  of  discretion  in  many  aspects  of  its  compensation  system, 
allowing  it  to  interpret  the  meaning  of  "like  service"  to 
incorporate  comparable  worth  concepts.  Finally,  the  City 
Charter's  anti-discrimination  provisions  require  implementation 
of  comparable  worth  to  the  extent  that  this  would  eliminate  sex 
or  race  based  discrimination. 

Given  the  strong  mandate  of  the  State  law  requiring 
the  City  to  consider  comparable  worth  when  setting  salaries, 
and  that  the  Charter  itself  permits  the  City  to  do  so,  the 
Committee  determined  that  it  is  unnecessary  to  examine  whether 
current  City  wage-setting  policies  violate  federal  or  state 
equal  employment  opportunity  laws.  However,  because  analysis 
of  federal  law  may  have  some  bearing  on  the  question  in 
general,  the  Committee's  findings  in  regard  to  current  federal 
law  are  attached  to  this  Report  as  Appendix  K. 
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V.  CONCLUSIONS  AND  RECOMMENDATIONS:  PHASE  ONE 

Studies  on  comparable  worth  in  San  Francisco  from 
1978  to  the  present  have  found  the  same  pattern  of  pay 
inequities:  large  female  and  minority  dominated  occupations 

are  clustered  at  the  low  end  of  the  pay  scale  while  jobs  with 
few  women  and  minorities  occupy  the  upper  salary  ranges. 

The  1978  study's  comparisons  of  selected  female  and 
male  dominated  career  series  in  San  Francisco,  and  the 
application  of  San  Jose  and  Washington  State  Job  Evaluation 
results  to  San  Francisco's  workforce,  reveal  a comparable  worth 
pay  gap  of  20%  to  47%  for  female  and  minority  dominated 
classifications  in  the  City  compared  to  male  dominated  classes 
with  equivalent  requirements. 

Although  San  Francisco  has  had  studies  and 
recommendations  to  correct  the  pay  equity  problem  since  1978. 
the  City  has  taken  no  action.  The  main  excuse  for  inaction  has 
been  the  erroneous  assumption  that  the  City  Charter  prevented 
San  Francisco  from  correcting  pay  inequities. 

Based  on  its  extensive  review  of  the  factual  and 
legal  questions  involved  in  City  salary  setting  policy  under 
the  present  Charter,  the  SEIU-City  Committee  on  Comparable 
Worth  determined  that  pay  equity  for  traditionally  undervalued 
female  and  minority  dominated  classifications  can  be  achieved 
in  conformity  with  the  Charter. 
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Fur  thermore  . the  Committee  found  compelling  reasons 
why  pay  equity  should  be  achieved: 

1.  California  State  Law.  the  1983  Klehs  Act. 
requires  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  to  consider  the 
comparability  of  the  value  of  work  in  salary  setting; 

2.  The  San  Francisco  Charter  expressly 
prohibits  discrimination  based  on  race  and  sex;  the  standard 
for  salary  setting  based  on  "like  service"  should  thus  be 
interpreted  to  harmonize  with  non-discrimination  and  the  Klehs 
Act ; 


3.  Ninety-five  percent  of  City  classifications' 
salaries  are  presently  established  according  to  an  "internal 
City  salary  market":  their  pay  ranges  are  determined  to 

conform  to  salary  relationships  within  the  City  that  Civil 
Service  considers  proper.  This  discretion  and  flexibility 
could  be  used  to  remedy  race  and  sex  based  pay  inequities  in 
accordance  with  public  policy  in  the  State  of  California  and 
the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco. 

In  1981,  when  the  California  State  Legislature 
established  "a  state  policy  of  setting  salaries  for 
female-dominated  jobs  on  the  basis  of  comparability  of  the 
value  of  work."  it  acted  based  on  these  findings  of  fact: 

1.  60%  of  all  women  18  to  64  are  in  the  workforce; 

2.  two-thirds  of  all  those  women  are  either  the  head 


of  household  or  had  husbands  whose  earnings  were  less  than 


$10,000; 
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3.  most  women  are  in  the  workforce  because  of 
economic  needs; 

4.  the  average  working  women  has  earned  less  than 
the  average  working  man,  not  only  because  of  the  lack  of 
educational  and  employment  opportunities  in  the  past,  but 
because  of  segregation  into  historically  undervalued 
occupations  where  wages  have  been  depressed; 

5.  a failure  to  reassess  the  basis  on  which  salaries 
in  state  service  are  established  will  perpetuate  these  pay 
inequities,  which  have  a particularly  discriminatory  impact  on 
minority  and  older  women. 

In  San  Francisco,  the  problem  of  sex-based  wage 
inequities  is  compounded  by  inequities  based  on  race.  To 
achieve  comparable  worth  here,  race  and  sex  based  wage 
discrimination  must  be  corrected.  But  in  San  Francisco  as  in 
the  rest  of  the  State  and  the  country,  pay  inequities  based  on 
sex  and  race  injure  those  who  can  least  afford  it:  working 

women,  and  their  families  and  children. 

Therefore,  the  Committee  recommends  that  the  City  act 
to  begin  to  correct  race  and  sex  based  pay  inequities  as 
expeditiously  as  possible.  Because  of  the  long  delay  in 
remedying  these  long  recognized  pay  inequities,  the  Committee 
further  recommends  that  comparable  worth  adjustments  begin  with 
the  1985-86  salary  year. 

In  Phase  Two.  the  Committee  will  study  and  make 


! 
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recommendations  on  the  best  method  to  implement  comparable 
worth  for  San  Francisco  city  workers.  The  Committee  will  invite 
all  interested  parties  to  join  in  developing  a pay  equity  plan 
that  best  meets  the  needs  of  San  Francisco  and  its  workers. 
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THE  NEXT  MEETING  HAS  BEEN  CHANGED  TO  TUESDAY,  JUNE  26TH,  AT  5:30  PM, 
Poem  249  City  Hall.  Virginia  Dean  will  speak. 


June  7,  1984  2 p.m. 

SEIU-CITY  JOINT  CCf  SPARABLE  WDKIH  COMMITTEE  MINUTES 

Conmittee  Members 
Present:  Alice  Beasley,  Chair 

Harry  Britt 

Marilyn  Srnuelen /Nancy  Walker 
Velma  Gaines 
Lonnie  Weiss 

Absent:  Luisa  Blue 

Also  present:  Al  Ambrose,  Civil  Service  Chief  of  Salary  Unit 

Juanita  Ovens,  Carmission  on  the  Status  of  Women 
Margaret  Kisliuk,  Mayor's  Office 
Dennis  Ruel,  Employee  Relations  Division 
Maura  Kealey,  SEIU  Local  390/400 


The  meeting  was  called  to  order  by  Chairperson  Alice  Beasley 
at  2:15  p.m.  The  Chair  reviewed  the  Committee's  timetable:  fact- 

finding meetings  the  first  and  third  Tuesdays  at  2 p.m.  on  the 
implementation  of  comparable  worth  in  San  Francisco,  with  a September 
1984  goal  to  develop  reccrrmendations . 

Al  Ambrose,  head  of  the  Civil  Service  Salary  Unit,  explained 
the  present  method  of  salary  setting  to  the  Cormittee  (see  hand  out; 

Charter  Sections  8.401-8.407  attached). 

Ambrose  explained  that  city  workers  salaries  are  determined 
by  four  charter  formulae  for  Miscellaneous  Employees  (about  15,000;  all  (exc. 
FN)  SEIU  represented  classes  are  in  this  category) , Platform  Employees 
(about  2500;  represented  by  TVU  Local  250-A) , Police  and  Fire  (about 
3800),  and  Registered  Nurses  (about  1000;  SEIU  and  Teamsters  (head  nurses). 

These  sects,  survey  the  prevailing  rates  for  like  service  and 
working  conditions,  but  the  survey  base  and'' rrethod  of  salary  setting  vary 

Cities,  counties,  and  other  govt,  agencies 
in  5 Bay  Area  counties  and  local  private 
sector  wage  data:  SF  workers  get  the  average. 

Top  two  transit  districts  in  country 
surveyed;  Union  can  bargain  up  to  the 
average  for  wages  and  benefits. 

Average  of  top  salary  paid  to  police  or 
fire  in  San  Diego,  Long  Beach,  Los 
Angeles,  and  San  Jose:  adjustment  for 
SF  COLA  also  permitted. 

Top  EN  contract  in  5 Bay  Area  counties 
surveyed;  Union  can  bargain  up  to^avorase— 


significantly  between  groups: 
8.407  Miscellaneous 


8.404  Platform 


8.405  Police  & Fire 


8.403 


Reg.  Nurses 
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The  City  sets  miscellaneous  salaries  according  to  Section  8.407. 
About  50-60  benchmark  classes  are  chosen  by  Civil  Service  staff. 

Ihese  are  camion  classes,  which  every  jurisdiction  has,  and  which 
are  certain  to  perform  relatively  the  same  duties  at  the  same  level 
of  skill  regardless  of j where  they  work. 

Civil  Service  surveys  the  rates  paid  for  these  benchmark  classes 
in  public  jurisdictions;  private  sector  data  for  benchmark  classes 
is  obtained  from  the  Bay  Area  Salary  Survey  Committee  (RASSC)  . 

Ihe  rate  paid  benchmark  classes  is  adjusted  to  the  City  salary 
grade  closest  to  the  prevailing  rate  formula  described  in  8.407. 

All  classes  assigned  to  a benchmark  receive  the  same  percentage  rate 
increase  as  the  benchmark  class.  Increases  often  range  fran  0 to  20% 
for  different  benchmarks.  _ 

All  other  miscellaneous  classes  are  assigned  to  a benchmark  by 
carmonality  of  interests,  or  by  belonging  to  the  same  family  of 
classes.  Factors  to  be  considered  would  be  background  and  training, 
experience  and  education,  duties  and  responsibilities. 

The  timetable  for  salary  setting  is: 

September:  Commission  sends  notices  that  data  used  in  last 

year's  salary  setting  is  open  for  review,  and  that 
the  Commission  will  address  questions  regarding 
the  data:  comparability,  selection,  and  others, 

in  meetings  with  employee  groups  or  individuals. 

The  Cortnission  also  meets  on  questions  of 
internal  alicmment.  Last  year,  45  or  50  requests 
out  of  several  hundred  were  approved. 

Oct . -Nov , : Survey  of  surrounding  public  jurisdiction  salaries 

accomplished ; rates  computed. 

Jan:  First  salary  book  published  and  sent  to  Board  of 

Supervisors  for  public  hearings. 

Feb:  BAS SC  data  & updated  public  sector  salaries  added 

by  Commission  & Board;  Civil  Service  Commission  hearings 
on  internal  alignment  requests. 

Mar.  Carmission  & Board  pass  salary  ordinance;  Mayor  must 

sign  by  April  1st  (Charter  deadline) . 

July  New  rates  of  pay  become  effective. 

In  response  to  questions,  Mr.  Ambrose  explained  that  there  was 
no  exact  formula  for  internal  alignment  approval.  One  cannon  ground 
was  that  a higher  class  (e.g.,  a supervisorial  class),  was  not 
paid  sufficiently  above  the  benchmark  classification.  The  key  criteria 
in  making  this  decision  would  be  the  general  duties  and  responsibilities 
of  the  class.  Other  factors  would  be  education  and  experience, 
skills  required. 

The  standard  of  comparison  could  be  in  comparison  to  the  outside 
(other  -iursidictionsl  or  to  the  inside  (SF  classpsi  . 
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classes ?ls° stated  that  he  did  not  knew  on  what  basis 
Of?  ff  ^ originally  allocated  to  benchmarks.  Since  he  has 

Salary  Unit/  there  has  been  n°  overall  review  of 
ary  systan  except  to  conform  to  changes  in  Charter  sections 

££““*  ?°  Witten  Criteria  for  benchmark  allocation  or  ' 

internal  alignment  decisions. 

the  based  °n  ^ Professional  judgement  of 

of diffi^lr? itena  mentioned  were  education,  duties,  levels 
of  difficulty  and  skills  required,  and  responsibility. 

• of  which  classes  will  be  used  as  benchmarks 

^-^tetionary  with  the  Cormission  staff  (and  with  the  approval 

2e^t  j0bs  ****  “•  ™ to  ^any^rS^Sons 

are  not  selected  as  benchmark  classes.  Decisions  are  based  nn 
ccxrmon  sense  and  professional  judgement. 

Dorc  The  salary  unit  is  staffed  by  Mr.  Ambrose,  a 1240  Assistant 
ersonnel  Analyst,  a 1242  Personnel  Analyst,  a 1244  Senior 
Personal  Analyst,  a Senior  Stenographer!:  a^d  a Se^TcSrk 

of  the^t^'  ^ °f  C^ttee  on  Comparable  Wbrth 

SSC°  Carrniss:LOn  on  the  Status  of  Women,  informed 
the  Committee  about  the  Canuission ' s program  on  comparable  wSrth.  1 

Kisliui"/  Mayor's  Office,  distributed  the  Mayor's 
on_cc^iarable  worth,  and  announced  that  the  MayS  has 
F°rC?  °n  Canparable  ^^h  consisting  of^the 
^tton?ey'  General  Manager  of  Personnel,  Controller  the 
Director  of  the  Hurrvan  Rights  Cormission,  and  repr^senSti^  fron 
t^Commrssron  on  the  Statos  of  W^n  and  myorV^^vf™, 

Halph  Anderson  °f 

on  le^  — 


Ihe  meeting  was  adjourned  at  4 p.m. 
Minutes  submitted  by  Maura  Kealey. 


MINUTES  OF  JUNE  26,  1984  COMPARABLE  WORTH  COMMITTEE  MEETING 


Committee  Members  Present: 
Absent: 

Others  Present: 


Alice  Beasley,  Nancy  Walker,  Luisa  Blue, 
Lonnie  Weiss 

Harry  Britt,  Velma  Gaines 

Margaret  Kisliuk,  Julian  Rhine,  Virginia  Dean, 
Maura  Kealey 


The  meeting  was  called  to  order  by  Chair  Alice  Beasley  at  5:45  p.m. 

The  ccnmittee  discussed  the  agenda  for  the  following  two  meetings. 

It  was  decided  to  invite  Vince  Courtney  and  Rosalind  Wolf  to  continue 
to  address  the  question  of  how  salaries  are  presently  set  at  the 
next  meeting.  For  July  17,  speakers  will  be  invited  on  the  legal 
questions  involved  in  comparable  worth  in  San  Francisco. 

Speaker  Virginia  Dean,  attorney  and  founder  of  the  Comparable  Worth 
Project,  addressed  the  Committee  on  comparable  worth  principles  in 
general,  with  seme  discussion  of  their  application  to  San  Francisco. 

Dean  began  by  outlining  the  history  of  the  comparable  worth  issue  in 
San  Francisco.  Since  1978,  SF  has  had  studies  that  show  the  existence 
of  pay  inequities  based  on  sex  and  race  for  SF  city  workers.  The 
Women  Library  Workers'  Study  of  selected  classifications,  the  1981 
wage  gap  study  by  the  Comparable  Worth  Committee,  and  Mella  Mincberg's 
1982  study  for  the  Commission  on  the  Status  of  Women  were  noted. 


Dean  stated  she  would  address  the  following  issues  on  comparable 
worth: 


1.  Job  Evaluation  Studies 

2.  SF's  Prevailing  Wage  System 

3.  Cost  of  Comparable  Worth 

1 o Evaluation  and  Comparable  Worth  Studies 

A.  Most  references  to  comparable  worth  studies  are  to  job  evaluation, 
or  job  ranking  studies.  Before  explaining  job  evaluation  in  detail. 

Dean  stated  that  several  other  types  of  comparable  worth  study  also 
can  be  used  to  identify  wage  inequities  based  on  race /sex: 

i.  Wage  gap  studies.  By  measuring  the  distance  between 
the  average  salary  paid  to  male  dominated  classes  vs.  female  dominated 
classes,  and  minority  vs.  white  dominated  classes,  an  overview  of  the 
problem  can  be  gained.  A National  Academy  of  Sciences  study  determined 
that  about  1/2  of  the  wage  gap  is  due  to  discrimination  (the  other  half 
is  accounted  for  by  real  differences  in  the  skill,  responsibility,  effort 
and  working  conditions  required  by  the  male  vs.  female  dominated  jobs)  . 

The  wage  gap  averages  20-25%  nationally, 
but  is  usually  smaller  in  the  public  sector. 
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'Temale  dominated"  ard  "Male  dominated"  classes  are  often  defined  as 

more  than  70%  M/F,  an  arbitrary  definition  that  seems  to  have  been 

used  first  in  the  Washington  study,  and  has  been  copied  without  justification. 

Dean  suggests  using  the  overrepresentation  of  vranen/ ethnic  minorities 
in  the  City  workforce  by  classification  ccnpared  to  the  % of  each  group 
in  the  workforce  in  the  Standard  Metropolitan  Statistical  Area  (a 
standard  used  in  compliance  with  affirmative  action  goals)  instead, 
as  developed  by  Julianne  Malveaux.  This  would  be  a meaningful  standard, 
not  an  arbitrary  one. 

Dean  further  reported  that  the  National  Academy  of  Sciences  define  two 
kinds  of  discrimination  as  contributing  to  the  wage  gap: 

1.  opportunity  - vonen/minorities  are  denied  the 
change  to  fill  the  higher  paying  jobs 

2.  pay  - jobs  filled  predominately  by  wcmen/minorities 
are  paid  less  because  of  that  predominance. 

Some  jurisdictions  have  moved  directly  from  wage  gap  studies  to  enacting 
comparable  worth  pay  adjustments  without  a job  evaluation  study.  Criteria 
used  to  determine  remedy  include  % women  in  job,  and  low  rate  of  pay  for 
large  female /minority  dominated  jobs. 

ii.  Entry  level  or  Education/Experience  Studies 

A quick  overview  of  the  relationship  between  the  requirements  for  a 
job,  the  % of  M/F  and  ethnic  minorities,  and  the  rate  of  pay  can  be 
gained  by  comparing  the  entry  level  requirements,  etc.  stated  on 
the  job  description  with  % female  and/or  minority  and  salary. 

The  1978  Women  Library  Workers  study  compared  Education/Experience 
requirements  for  four  predominately  female  jobs  with  all  male  jobs  in 
the  City  with  the  same  requirements. 

iii.  Piggy-back  Studies 

Instead  of  hiring  a consultant  (and/or  using  an  in-house  committee) 
bo  do  a detailed  job  evaluation  study,  the  jurisdiction  selects  a study 
already  done  for  a jurisdiction  considered  "comparable",  and  applies 
results  to  benchmark  classes  (a  combination  of  studies  can  be  used  to 
"piggy-back") . 

B.  Job  Evaluation  Studies 


A Job  Evaluation  or  Job  Ranking  study  is  one  that  looks  at  each 
job  in  a workplace  and  gives  each  job  a numerical  value  based  on  its 
content /worth  to  employer. 

To  be  effective,  a Job  Evaluation  study  must  apply  one  Factor 
System  across  all  classifications  employed. 

Although  various  studies  identify  and  weight  factors  differently, 
all  studies  rely  on  measuring  the  Effort,  Skills,  Responsibility,  and 
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(sometimes)  Working  Conditions  of  each  job.  Because  the  same  criteria 
are  used  to  give  each  job  a point  value,  very  different  kinds  of  work 
(e.g. , garbage  collector,  secretary)  can  be  given  a relative  value. 

Job  Evaluation  was  developed  as  a management  tool  about  100  years  ago; 
only  recently  has  it  begun  to  be  used  as  a method  to  evaluate  jobs  to 
eliminate  sex/race  discrimination. 

Job  evaluation  is  based  on  the  concept  that  each  workplace  assigns  value 
to  each  element  in  a job;  if  it  is  present  in  another  job,  it  should 
be  paid  in  the  same  way. 

C.  Problems  with  Using  Job  Evaluation  in  Comparable  Worth 

Dean  stated  that  the  NAS  study  had  been  quoted  as  criticizing  job  eval- 
uation studies  in  their  application  to  comparable  worth.  The  NAS  criti- 
cisms were  cautions  whether  job  evaluation  adequately  addresses  carp,  worth 
in  these  areas: 

1.  Factors  are  often  biased,  in  their  definition  and  weighting. 
Since  job  evaluation  has  traditionally  been  used  to  justify  sex-based 
pay  inequities,  it  is  essential  to  define  factors,  and  establish  point 
system,  to  avoid  sex/race  bias. 

2.  Many  enterprises  use  a different  system  for  different 
groups  of  workers  (e.g.,  management  vs.  non-management  classes).  In 
this  case,  there  is  also  no  true  test  of  comparable  worth. 

3.  Other  studies  survey  marketplace  salaries  in  addition  to 
internal  worth;  if  external  jobs  where  salaries  are  set  by  sex/race 
bias  are  considered,  this  will  be  re-introduced  to  system. 

2.  SF 1 s Prevailing  Wage  System: 

Dean  stated  that  SF  actually  has  several  prevailing  wage  systems. 

For  men's  jubs  (Fire,  Police,  Muni)  the  prevailing  wage  formula  is 
significantly  better  than  for  most  women's  jobs  (RNs  the  exception) . 

Even  within  the  Charter  section  governing  miscellaneous  jobs,  male 
dominated  trades  and  crafts  are  administered  differently  than  jobs 
dominated  by  wcmen/minorities . 

SF's  prevailing  wage  application  is  an  arbitrary  system,  not 
applied  consistently  to  all  workers,  and  not  related  to  definite  needs 
of  the  employer  (recruitment,  e.g.). 

Dean  suggested  that  in  the  Charter  formulae,  benchmark  selection, 
survey  and  data  allocation,  and  probably  other  ways,  the  SF  salary 
setting  process  results  in  higher  salaries  for  male  dominated  classi- 
fications than  female,  at  least  to  the  extent  data  is  available  to 
make  that  determination  at  present. 
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3.  Cost 

Dean  stated  that  cost  is  an  over-rated  problem  issue  in  the 
comparable  worth  question.  Studies  done  show  that  comparable  worth 
is  often  implemented  gradually,  so  the  full  impact  of  correcting 
the  pay  inequities  is  not  absorbed  in  one  year. 

Typical  costs  are  1-4%  of  payroll  over  a 3-4  year  period. 

Mella  Mincberg  estimated  the  cost  of  comparable  worth  adjustments 
for  1981-82  as  about  $20  million,  which  is  approximately  2.8%  of  that 
year's  payroll.  No  other  cost  estimates  for  SF  exist,  although  it 
is  possible  to  develop  estimates  based  on  benchmark  comparisons  with 
other  jurisdictions.  Cost  not  a defense  in  discrimination  cases. 


4.  Recommendations  for  SF 


Dean's  general  recommendations  for  SF  included: 

1.  the  City  should  begin  to  set  aside  funds  for  comp,  worth. 

2.  methods  to  achieve  comp,  worth  in  SF  within  the  existing 
Charter  should  be  explored.  Key  methods  outlined  in 

Mincberg 's  study,  e.g.  use  male  dominated  benchmarks  of  comparable  val 

3.  Job  Evaluation  study  a possibility;  strong  Union  parti- 
cipation necessary  for  success  based  on  experience  of  other 
jurisdictions . 

4.  Piggy  Back  study  approach  strong  possibility. 

5.  Before  any  specific  solution  chosen,  committee  should  have 
session  devoted  to  technical  details  (trend  line  choice,  etc.) . 


Committee  thanked  Dean  for  stimulating  presentation. 

Minutes  of  meeting  of  June  7,  1984,  approved.  Meeting  adjourned  at 
7:30  p.m. 

Minutes  taken  by  Maura  Kealey. 


seiu  390/400  aflcio 


MINUTES  OF  JULY  3,  1984  COMPARABLE  WORTH  COMMITTEE 


Present:  Nancy  Walker,  Velma  Gaines,  Lonnie  Weiss,  Sharon 

Johnson  (for  Harry  Britt) 

Absent:  i bisa  Blue,  Alice  Beasley 

Also  present:  Vince  Courtney,  Maura  Kealey 


The  meeting  was  called  to  order  by  Nancy  Walker,  who  acted 
as  Chair  in  Alice  Beasley's  absence,  at  5:45  p.m.  Minutes  of 
the  last  meeting  were  distributed  for  approval  at  the  next 
meeting . 

The  committee  asked  Supervisors  Walker  and  Britt  to  request 
an  opinion  from  the  City  Attorney  on  the  City's  obligations 
with  respect  to  comparable  worth,  and  on  the  relationship  of 
A B 1580  (Klehs  Bill)  to  the  City's  salary  standardization 
ordinance. 

Rosalind  Wolf,  attorney  with  the  PERB  in  Sacramento,  was  unable 
to  attend.  A packet  she  sent  containing  reports  and  letters 
on  salary  setting  under  8.407  was  distributed  and  discussed. 

Vince  Courtney,  attorney  and  former  Executive  Secretary  of 
SEIU  Local  390/400,  addressed  the  committee  on  the  history 
of  salary  setting  under  Charter  Sections  8.401  and  8.407. 

Courtney  stated  that  prior  to  8.407  (adopted  by  the  voters 
November  1976),  the  Commission  had  used  the  benchmark  system 
in  setting  salaries  under  8.401.  The  practice  had  been  for 
the  Commission  to  exercise  significant  discretion  in  choice 
of  benchmarks  and  how  prevailing  rates  were  implemented. 

This  practice  has  continued  under  8.407.  Benchmarks  have 
been  abolished  and  changed,  and  classifications  have  been 
moved  from  one  benchmark  to  another,  when  the  professional 
judgement  of  Civil  Service  staff  was  that  the  change  would 
compensate  classes  according  to  their  skill,  responsibility, 
and  duties.  The  staff  also  exercised  its  discretion  to 
move  classifications  in  relationship  to  other  classes  on 
the  same  benchmark. 

Examples  of  abolishing  benchmarks  include  the  re-ordering 
of  the  clerical  series  in  1977,  when  the  Clerk-typist,  Account 
Clerk,  and  Telephone  Operator  benchmarks  were  eliminated  and 
all  related  classifications  were  placed  on  the  Clerk  Stenographer 
benchmark.  The  purpose  of  this  change  was  to  properly  pay 
classifications  in  relationship  to  their  duties,  skills,  and 
responsibilities. 
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In  other  instances,  the  Civil  Service  Commission  staff  has 
used  its  discretion  to  not  pay  prevailing  rates.  In  the 
case  of  the  Muni  station  agents,  the  staff  acknowledged 
that  the  only  comparable  classification  in  the  Bay  Area  was 
the  BART  station  agents,  but  claimed  that  the  Muni  class 
could  be  paid  a lower  rate  in  order  to  maintain  the  proper 
relationship  in  terms  of  skills,  duties,  etc.  with  other 
SF  classifications. 

Courtney  summarized  past  practice  as  permitting  broad 
discretion  as  long  as  the  staff's  rationale  was  sound  and 
not  arbitrary  or  capricious.  Comparable  worth  principles  are 
as  legitimate  as  any  other  criteria  used  by  Civil  Service 
at  present  to  set  salaries. 

The  next  meeting  will  address  legal  questions.  Chairperson 
Alice  Beasley  is  contacting  the  speakers. 

The  meeting  was  adjourned  at  7:00  p.m. 


Minutes  submitted  by  Maura  Kealey. 


seiu  390/400  aflcio 


MINUTES  OF  COMPARABLE  WORTH  COMMITTEE  MEETING  OF  JULY  31,  1984 


Present:  Alice  Beasley,  Chair 

Harry  Britt 
Nancy  Walker 
Lonnie  Weiss 
Absent:  Luisa  Blue 

Velma  Gaines 

Also  Present:  Buck  Delventhal,  Steve  Canlis,  Judith  Kurtz, 

Julian  Rhine,  Maura  Kealey 

The  meeting  was  called  to  order  at  4:10  p.m.  by  Chair 
Alice  Beasley.  Introductions.  Guest  speakers  Judith  Kurtz, 

Attorney  with  Equal  Rights  Advocates,  and  Buck  Delventhal, 

Deputy  City  Attorney,  were  asked  to  address  legal  questions 
surrounding  implementation  of  comparable  worth  in  SF. 

Chair  framed  the  questions  as  follows:  does  the  Charter  prohibit, 

permit,  require  steps  to  bring  pay  equity  to  female  and  minority 
dcminated  classifications? 

Judith  Kurtz  presented  brief  summary  of  the  legal  position 
prevailing  among  Women ' s Lawyers  Alliance,  Comparable  Worth 
Project,  and  Equal  Rights  Advocates  lawyers  who  have  commented 
on  question:  ending  race  and  sex  based  wage  discrimination  can 

and  must  be  achieved  within  the  present  Charter  language. 

1.  Language : Charter  requires  like  pay  for  like  service; 

not  equal  pay  for  equal  work  at  prevailing  rate. 

2.  Interpretation:  To  interpret  Charter  language,  i.e., 

to  define  "like"  work/service,  it  would  be  logical  to 
use  job  evaluation  the  way  employers  do  in  rating  and 
ranking  jobs.  Jobs  with  like  skills,  duties,  responsibilities, 
etc.  would  be  deemed  "like". 

The  Charter  language  can  either  be 
construed  to  permit  or  require  pay  equity. 

3.  Present  practice:  Considerable  discretion  in  salary 

setting  guidelines  in  Charter  over  choice  of  benchmark 
classifications,  data  assembled,  placement  of  other 
classes  in  relationship  to  benchmark.  Many  examples 
of  decisions  about  salary  based  on  relative  skills, 
responsibilities,  duties  of  positions. 

Present  exercise  of  discretion  is 
sufficient  to  address  pay  inequities  due  to  race  and  sex. 

In  addition,  Kurtz  stated  that  Government  Code  Sections  53247  and 
53248  prohibit  the  City  frcm  setting  salaries  in  a way  that  precludes 
consideration  of  comparable  worth  in  negotiations  (SF  meet /confer  on 
the  implementation  of  the  formula  in  the  Salary  Standardization  Ordinance) . 


Comparable  Worth  Committee  Meeting 
July  31,  1984 
Page  2 


Further,  sex  and  race  based  discrimination  in  wage  rates  is 
prohibited  by  Title  VII  of  the  1974  Civil  Rights  Act  and 
the  California  Fair  Employment  and  Housing  Act.  If  there  were 
any  conflict  between  pay  equity  and  the  Charter,  state  and  federal 
law  would  supersede. 

Buck  Delventhal  stated  he  had  found  a letter  frcm  another  Deputy 
City  Attorney  written  in  1981  which  stated  that  comparable  worth 
would  require  a Charter  amendment  because  it  would  alter  the 
method  of  surveying  basic  wage  rates  for  like  work  and  service 
by  requiring  consideration  of  factors  not  provided  for  in  8.407. 

It  was  the  consensus  of  the  Committee  that  the  letter's  assumption 
that  pay  equity  would  "alter  the  method,  etc."  was  not  bom  out 
by  the  present  practice  of  Civil  Service  in  setting  salaries. 

If  that  assumption  is  corrected,  the  Charter  problem  for  comparable 
worth  the  letter  expresses  disappears. 

Delventhal  stated  the  City  Attorney  is  studying  the  question  and 

will  respond  to  all  the  questions  asked  by  Mayor's  Committee  and  Board 

Ccrmittee. 

The  Chair  asked  if  comparable  worth  would  require  a different 
method  of  surveying  than  is  done  at  present.  Delventhal  stated  that 
was  a factual  question,  i.e.,  what  are  they  doing  now,  not  a legal 
question. 

It  was  agreed  that  the  City  has  more  flexibility  in  fashioning 
a plan  to  implement  comparable  worth  if  it  is  not  done  in  court, 
including  the  timetable. 

The  next  meeting  was  set  for  August  21,  4 p.m. 


Minutes  taken  by  Maura  Kealey . 
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APPENDIX  B 
(1984) 


Office  of  the  Mayor 

SaN  FRANCISCO 


Position  on 

Equal  Pay  for  Comparable  Worth 
Mayor  Dianne  Feinstein 


Dianne  Feinstein 


The  concept  of  having  pay  based  upon  the  comparable  worth  of  jobs  is  a 
simple  one.  People  occupying  job  positions  which  are  of  comparable  worth  to 
their  employer  should  be  equally  compensated. 

The  issue  has  become  recognized  to  be  one  affecting  the  economic  well-being 
of  millions  of  women  workers  across  this  country.  In  court  cases  and  labor 
negotiations  alike,  women  are  pressing  the  claim  that  certain  job  positions 
held  primarily  by  women  in  the  work  place  are  illegally  compensated  less 
than  comparable  positions  held  primarily  by  men.  . The  United  States  Supreme 
Court  has  held  that  under  certain  circumstances,  an  employer's  refusal  to 
remedy  these  disparities  may  constitute  unlawful  sex  discrimination  in 
employment  under  Title  VII  of  the  Civil  Rights  Acts  of  1964. 

My  administration  is  committed  to  exploring  and  implementing  a just  solution 
to  this  problem  in  our  city.  However,  the  process  of  evaluation  and  solu- 
tion of  the  problem  must  be  pursued  in  a thoughtful,  well-informed  and 
responsible  manner,  without  prejudicing  the  rights  of  any  workers  and  con- 
sistent with  our  budgetary  constraints. 

The  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  adopted  a resolution  three  years  ago 
stating  its  commitment  to  the  principle  of  equal  pay  for  comparable  worth 
for  all  employees.  Representatives  of  the  San  Francisco  Board  of  Super- 
visors are  presently  engaged  in  talks  with  union  representatives  and  in 
establishing  a reasonable  course  of  action  in  this  regard. 

The  San  Francisco  Commission  on  the  Status  of  Women  has  established  a 
committee  to  stud,  the  issue  of  comparable  worth  and  its  feasibility  for  San 
Francisco.  I myself  will  be  appointing  a task  force  of  top  City  administra- 
tors to  advise  me  on  the  issue.  The  task  force  includes  the  City  Attorney, 
General  Manager  of  Personnel,  Controller,  the  Director  of  the  Human  Rights 
Commission,  and  representatives  from  the  Commission  on  the  Status  of  Women 
and  my  Women's  Advisory  Committee. 

Let  me  repeat  that  I am  committed  to  ensuring  the  reality  of  economic  equity 
for  female  workers  and  all  workers  in  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco. 

I am  prepared  to  make  our  City  a model  for  achieving  this  goal  in  as  respon- 
sible and  as  expeditious  a manner  as  possible. 
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RESOLUTION  NO 


FILE  no,  378-81-1 


jr? 


DECLARING  THE  POLICY  OF  THE  CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO  TO 
ELIMINATE  PAY  INEQUITIES  BASED  ON  RACE  AND  SEX  SEGREGATED  CLASSIF- 
CATIONS ; URGING  THE  MAYOR  TO  URGE  THE  CIVIL  SERVICE  COMMISSION  TO 
ACT  TO  EVALUATE  ALL  CLASSIFICATIONS  ACCORDINGLY,  AND  ENCOURAGING 
AFFIRMATIVE  ACTION  PROGRAMS . 

WHEREAS,  Historical  inequities  between  the  wages  paid  to  men 

r 

nnd  the  wages  paid  to  women  and  minorities  have  been  perpetuated 
by  occupational  segregation;  and  , 

WHEREAS,  These  pay  inequities  seriously  undervalue  the  skills, 
experience,  knowledge,  and  accountability  required  of  v/orkers  in 
traditionally  female  and  minority  occupations;  and 

WHEREAS,  The  United  State  Supreme  Court  has  recognized  that 
pay  inequities  based  on  sex:  and  face  violate  Civil  Rights  laws;  and 
WHEREAS,  The  California  Legislature  haa  affirmed  the  principle 
of  equal  pay  for  work  of  comparable  value  and  authorized  the  State- 
Personnel  Board  to  incorporate  comparability  in  its  classification 
and  wage-setting  process;  and 

WHEREAS,  The  San  Francisco  Comparable  Worth  Committee,  composed 
of  a coalition  of  members  of  employee  organizations  and  concerned 
community  groups,  has  conducted  a preliminary  study  which,  the 
Committee  alleges,  shows  that  salaries  paid  to  San  Francisco  City  anc 
County  employees  do _not  provide  equal  pay  for  work  of  comparable  wort 
to  all;  now,  therefore,  be  it 

RESOLVED,  That  it  shall  be  the  policy  of  the  City  and  County 
of  San  Francisco  to  eliminate  pay  inequities  baaed  on  race  and  sex 
segregated  clasaif ications , and,  be  it 

FURTHER  RESOLVED,  That  this  Board  of  Supervisors  does  heraby 
urge  the  Mayor  to  Request  that  the  Civil  Service  Commission  take 
appropriate  steps  to  evaluate  all  Job  clasaif ications  in  light  of  * 


claims  of  sex  and  race  discrimination,  in  order  to  eliminate  such  i 
inequities  and  to  encourgae  Affirmative  Action  Programs  for  women  i 
those  occupational  categories  where  it  appears  they  are  under- 
represented. 
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APPENDIX  G 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 


Civii  Service  Commission 


May  8,  198^1 


Mr.  John  Taylor 
Clerk  of  the  Board 
Room  239  City  Hall 
Ban  Francisco,  CA  Q^llOP 

Dear  Mr.  Taylor: 

Pursuant  to  your  letter  of  April  27,  19  8^1,  transmitted 
herewith  are  outlines  detailing  how  salary  rates  are  esta- 
blished for  the  various  groups*  of  City  and  County  employees, 
and  other  relevant  material. 

V/e  will  be  happy  to  attend  the  meeting  of  the  Comparable 
Worth  Commitee  on  June  7,  lOM. 


'i(nSerZ  C.  Ambrose,  Chief 
Salary  Standardization 


ACA : cw 
Attachment 


loom  151  City  Hall 


San  Franclaco  94102 


City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 


Civil  Service  Commissior 


May  7,  1984 


SALARY  STANDARDIZATION  PROCESS 
CHARTER  SECTIONS  8.400-8.401-8.407  MISCELLANEOUS  EMPLOYEES 


The  Civil  Service  Commission  selects  benchmark  or  key  classes  for  which 
prevailing  wage  data  is  collected.  Attached  is  a listing  oi  our  current  bb 
benchmarks. 

Public  comparable  data  is  collected  for  each  benchmark  from  the  counties 
of  Alameda,  Contra  Costa,  Marin,  San  Mateo  and  Santa  Clara;  the  ten  most 
populous  cities  in  these  counties;  and  agencies  of  the  state  and  federal 
governments,  school  districts  and  other  special  districts  in  the  six  bay  area 
counties. 

If  there  is  insufficient  salary  data  available  from  bay  area  public 
jurisdictions,  major  public  agencies  in  other  parts  of  the  state  are  surveyed. 
A complete  listing  of  agencies  surveyed  is  attached. 

Additionally,  salary  data  from  private  agencies  in  the  six  bay  area 
counties  is  included  in  the  survey  and  is  collected  by  the  Bay  Area  Salary 
Survey  Committee  (BASSC). 

For  each  benchmark  a weighted  average  is  computed  (numbers  of  positions 
in  each  agency  times  the  salary  in  that  agency).  This  weighted  average 
determines  the  salary  for  that  particular  benchmark,  which  must  be  set  at 
the  closest  salary  schedule  which  does  not  exceed  the  prevailing  ivile. 

There  is  no  discretion  in  setting  the  salary  for  the  benchmark  class. 
Generally  all  other  classes  on  the  benchmark  receive  the  same  percentage 
increase  as  the  benchmark.  Occasionally  an  internal  adjustment  will  be 
granted  to  a particular  class  on  a benchmark,  either  more  or  less  than  the 
percentage  increase  granted  to  the  benchmark. 

Insofar  as  other  agencies  effect  comparable  worth  principles  in  their 
salaries,  such  will  be  reflected  in  the  data  collected  by  this  agency  and 
consequently  the  salaries  of  city  and  county  employees. 

A Salary  Standardization  Ordinance  reflecting  these  prevailing  rates  is 
prepared  and  submitted  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors  who  may  adopt  or  reject 
said  ordinance  without  modification. 


Room  151  City  Hall 


San  Francisco  94102 


City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 


Civil  Service  Commission 


May  7,  1984 


CHARTER  SECTION  8.403 
REGISTERED  NURSES 


The  Civil  Service  Commission  certifies  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors 
the  highest  prevailing  salary  for  acute  care  staff  nurses  grunted  by 
collective  bargaining  agreement  in  public  and  private  employment  in  the 
six  bay  area  counties. 

Also  certified  is  the  dollar  value  of  the  vacation  and  health  sei’vicc 
benefits  in  the  agency  with  the  highest  prevailing  rate. 

The  Employee  Relations  Division  of  the  Board  of  Supervisors  meets  and 
confers  with  the  employee  unions  representing  the  Registered  Nurse  classi- 
fications. 

The  Board  of  Supervisors  adopts  a Salary  Standardization  Ordinance 
containing  salary,  working  conditions  and  benefits  of  employment  at  a cost 
not  to  exceed  the  dollar  value  certified  by  the  Civil  Sex-vice  Commission . 


x>m  151  City  Hall 


San  Francisco  94102 


City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 


Civil  Service  Commissioi 


May  7,  1984 


CHARTER  SECTION  8.404 
TRANSIT  OPERATORS 


The  Civil  Service  Commission  certifies  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors 
the  average  of  the  two  highest  rates  paid  transit  operators  employing  at 
least  400  operators  and  operating  in  cities  of  the  United  States  with  a 
population  of  500,000  or  more. 

The  Employee  Relations  Division  of  the  Board  of  Supervisors  meets 
and  confers  with  the  union  which  represents  transit  operators. 

The  Board  of' Supervisors  may  adopt  a Salary  Standardization  Ordinance 
which  contains  a rate  of  pay  which  cannot  exceed  the  rate  certified  by  the 
Civil  Service  Commission. 


Room  151  City  Hall 


San  Francisco  9410 


City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 


Civil  Service  Commission 


May  7,  1984 


CHARTER  SECTION  8.405 
POLICE  AND  FIRE 


The  Civil  Service  Commission  surveys  rates  of  pay  of  Police  Officers 
and  Firefighters  in  cities  in  California  having  a population  of  350,00 
or  more  (Long  Beach,  Los  Angeles,  San  Diego  and  San  Jose). 

The  Commission  then  certifies  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors  the  average 
of  the  maximum  rates  paid  to  Police  Officers  and  the  average  of  the  maximum 
rate  paid  to  Firefighters.  Whichever  of  the  averages  is  highest  is  paid  to 
both  Police  Officers  and  Firefighters.  All  other  ranks  receive  the  same 
percentage  adjustment. 

The  Board  of  Supervisors  then  adopts  the  ordinance  fixing  the  l'ute  of 
pay  in  compliance  with  the  survey  results.  The  Board  may,  in  addition  to 
the  rates  established  as  provided  above,  increase  such  rates  by  an  amount 
equal  to  the  difference  between  the  average  cost  of  living  increase  of  the 
cities  included  in  the  survey  and  the  cost  of  living  in  San  Francisco. 


May  7,  1984 


1984-85  BENCHMARKS 


1233  Affirmative  Action  Specialist 

1242  Personnel  Analyst 

1314  Public  Relations  Officer 

1444  Clerk  Stenographer 

1466  Meter  Reader 

1650  Accountant 

1720  Data  Entry  Operator 

1736  Computer  Operator  II 

1760  Offset  Machine  Operator 

1770  Photographer 

1840  Jr.  Management  Assistant 

1872  Programmer  Analyst 

1934  Storekeeper 

1952  Purchaser 

2230  Physician  Specialist 

2312  Licensed  Vocational  Nurse 

2426  Radiologic  Tech.  II 

2444  Clinical  Lab.  Tech. 

2450  Pharmacist 
2556  Physical  Therapist 
2574  Clinical  Psychologist 
2604  Food  Service  Worker 
2624  Dietitian 
2708  Custodian 
2760  Laundry  Worker 
2903  Eligibility  Worker 
2910  Social  Worker 


3284  Recreation  Director 

3450  Agricultural  Inspector 

3542  Curator  II 

3593  Instructional  Aide  I 

3630  Librarian  I 

4261  Real  Property  Appraiser 

5204  Assistant  Civil  Engineer 

5278  Planner  II 

7334  Stationary  Engineer 

7344  Carpenter 

7345  Electrician 

7346  Painter 

7347  Plumber 
7355  Truck  Driver 

7381  Automotive  Mechanic 

7384  Typewriter  Repairer 

7514  General  Laborer 

8146  D.A.'s  Investigator 

8176  Trial  Attorney 

8204  Institutional  Police  Officer 

8214  Parking  Control  Officer 

0238  Police  Communication  Dispatchoi 

8260  Assistant  Criminalist 

8304  Deputy  Sheriff 

8320  Counselor-Juvenile  Hall 

9220  Airport  Operations  Supervisor 

Multiple  Benchmarks 


MISCELLANEOUS  EMPLOYEES 


AGENCIES  SURVEYED 
May  8,  IQ 8^1 

SJ  . BAY  AREA  PRIVATE  AGENCIES 
Bay  Area  Salary  Survey  ComniJ  t tee  (UASSr) 
S.F.  BAY  AREA  COUNTIES 


Alameda  San  Mateo 

Contra  Costa  . Santa  Clara 

Marin 

S.F.  BAY  AREA  CITIES 

Oakland 
San  Joiio 
San  Mateo 
Santa  Clara 
Sunnyvale 

S . E , BAY  AREA  SCHOOL  DISTRICTS 


Berkeley 
Concord 
Daly  City 
Fremont 
Hayv/ard 


Oakland  City  Schools  Santa  Clara  Schools 
S.F.  BAY  AREA  TRANSIT  DIS^RIC^S 


Alameda-  Contra  Costa  Transit 
Bay  Area  Ranid  Transit 
Golden  Gate  Transit 
San  Mateo  Transit 
Santa  Clara  transit 


OTHER  S.F.  BAY  AREA  PUBLIC  AGENCIES 


S.F.  Housing  Authority 
U.C,  Medical  Center, S. 
Marin  Muni.  Utilities 
District 

Metropolitan  Transit 
Authority 
Port  of  Oakland 

State  of  California  (S.F. 
Bay  Area  positions  only) 


East  Ray  M.u.n. 

F.  U. u,  Berko  1 ev 

Lawrence  Livermore  Lab 

Laurence  Berkeley  L>U  . 
U.E.  Government  (S.F,  I 
Area  positions  only) 


iJOR  PUBLIC  AGENCIES  OUTSIDE  S.F,  RAY  AREA 


Los  Angeles  County 
San  Pio.yo  bounty 
City  oi'  Jan  Die^o 
Sacramento  Unified  Schools 
L.A.  ’.7  at  or  and  Power 


0 ranee  County 
C i t y of  F,o a An { ", o 1 e r- 
L.A.  Unified  School:’. 
San  Piepo  Uni  fled  Schoi 


APPENDIX  H 


733  #9  Woodside 
Sacramento,  CA  95825 

June  29,  1984 


RECEIVED 

Ms.  Maura  Keeley 

S.F.  Comparable  Worth  Committee  ^ ~ i?V; 

% SEIU  Local  390/400 

240  Golden  Gate  Avenue  f. -'_-u '..£E§ 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Dear  Maura: 

I am  sorry  I will  not  be  able  to  join  you  and  the  Committee 
on  Tuesday  to  discuss  the  Civil  Service  Commission’s  (CSC) 
authority  and  procedures  for  setting  salaries  for  miscellaneous 
employees  under  charter  section  8.407.  I hope  that  these 
comments  and  attached  materials  will  prove  useful  to  the 
Committee.  Please  make  whatever  use  of  them  you  see  fit. 

The  information  I have  enclosed  is  for  fiscal  year  1981-82, 
but  I doubt  that  CSC  procedures  have  changed  much  since  then, 
and  similar  current  materials  are  probably  available. 

The  materials  include: 

1.  BASSC  survey  procedures. 

2.  Harvey  Rose  review  of  salary  standardization 
procedure  (1978-79) . 

3.  John  Walsh  memo  to  CSC  dated  December  23,  1980, 
and  attached  recommended  benchmark  changes  and 
recommended  internal  adjustments. 

4.  John  Walsh  memo  to  CSC  dated  February  9,  1981 
regarding  additional  internal  adjustments. 


^1  suggest  that  you,  the  Committee,  or  possibly  Nancy's 
office  inquire  as  to  whether  CSC  has  established  guidelines 
for  selecting  benchmark  classes,  allocating  classes  to 
benchmarks,  and  making  internal  adjustments,  as  recommended 
by  Harvey  Rose  in  his  1978-79  analysis. 
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Taken  together,  these  documents  demonstrate  that,  in  implementing 
charter  section  8.407,  the  CSC  actually  exercises  considerable 
discretion  in  the  following  areas: 

1.  Selecting  benchmark  classes  to  be  surveyed. 

a.  Which  classifications? 

For  comparable  worth  considerations,  it  is 
important  that  benchmark  classes  NOT  be  classes 
predominately  (70?o)  occupied  by  women  because  this 
perpetuates  prevailing  sex  biases. 

b.  How  many  classifications? 

CSC  frequently  adds  and  deletes  benchmarks  and 
then  disburses  classifications  to  other  benchmarks. 

2.  Allocating/assigning  classifications  to  benchmarks. 

Note  that  for  professional  classes,  CSC  established 
"A"  and  "B"  benchmarks  which  are  arrived  at  by 
averaging  three  or  more  other  benchmarks. 

This  may  be  a useful  tool  or  compromise  for  dealing 
with  comparable  worth. 

3.  Reclassifying  positions  from  one  class  to  another. 

4.  Establishing  the  relative  relationship  of  classifications 
to  the  benchmark  class. 

5.  Conducting  the  salary  survey. 

a.  Jurisdictions  surveyed. 

b.  Weight  between  public  and  private. 

c.  Date  conducted  and  updated. 

d.  Treatment  of  fringe  benefits. 

6.  Internal  adjustments. 

Though  Harvey  Rose  refers  to  certain  guidelines  for 
making  internal  adjustments,  the  document  attached  to 
Walsh's  December  23,  1980  memo  uses  a seemingly 
infinite  number  of  reasons,  which  include  "maintaining, 
establishing  or  re-establishing:" 
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--  supervisory  differential 

--  effective  use  of  benchmarks 

--  appropriate  promotive  relationships 

--  relative  levels  of  responsibility  and  functions 
in  citywide  organizational  structure 

--  parity 

--  proper  relationship  based  on  job  duties 

--  similarity  of  job  duties 

--  to  equate  with  comparable  class 

--  to  create  closer  relationship  with  another  class 
--  recruitment  and  retention 

Given  the  Commission's  broad  discretion  in  implementing 
charter  section  8.407,  I would  conclude  that  considerable 
progress  toward  achieving  pay  equity  can  be  made  without  the 
need  for  a charter  amendment. 

However,  as  I have  mentioned  to  you  previously,  if  the  City 
adamantly  persists  in  claiming  that  the  charter  includes 
consideration  of  comparable  worth,  it  would  appear  to  be  in 
violation  of  Government  Code  sections  53247-53248  (added 
Stats.  1983,  Ch.  906)  which  expressly  prohibit  charter  cities 
and  counties  from  continuing  in  effect  an  ordinance  or  policy 
which  prohibits  the  consideration  of  comparable  worth  in 
collective  bargaining. 

Good  luck  in  your  work.  Please  call  on  me  whenever  I can 
be  of  assistance. 


cc:  Supervisor  Nancy  Walker 


BAY  AREA  SALARY  SURVEY  COMMITTEE 


The  purpose  of  the  BASSC  is  1)  to  conduct  cooperative  wage  and  salary 
survey  of  private  employees  and  public  agencies  in  the  San  Francisco  Bay 
Area  in  order  to  obtain  prevailing  rates  for  common,  "bench  mark"  classes. 
Such  surveys  are  conducted  at  the  lowest  survey  cost  to  the  member  agen- 
cies and  the  participating  private  employers,  and  with  the  least  incon- 
venience to  those  surveyed;  2)  to  develop  survey  techniques  that  will 
result  in  improvements  in  the  validity  of  wage  and  salary  data;  3)  to 
exchange  information  among  member  agencies  pertaining  to  wages,  salaries, 
and  fringe  benefits. 

The  Survey  is  conducted  on  a sample  basis.  The  sampling  procedures  in- 
volve detailed  stratification  of  all  firms  within  the  San  Francisco  Bay 
Area  by  type  of  industry  and  number  of  employees.  From  each  stratum  in 
this  employment  universe,  a random  sample  is  selected,  with  each  firm 
having  a predetermined  chance  of  selection.  To  obtain  optimum  accuracy 
at  a minimum  cost,  a greater  proportion  of  large  than  small  firms  is 
selected.  Each  firm  is  weighted  according  to  its  probability  of  selection, 
so  that  unbiased  estimates  are  generated.  For  example,  if  one  out  of  four 
firms  of  a given  size  and  type  is  selected,  it  is  given  a weight  of  4 to 
represent  itself  plus  three  others.  Thus  all  sizes  and  types  of  firms 
are  represented  in  the  survey  sample  in  the  same  proportion  as  they  exist 
in  the  total  employment  universe. 

The  sample  emphasizes  firms  employing  more  than  50  persons,  as  jobs  compa- 
rable to  those  in  public  employment  have  generally  been  found  (and  are 
more  readily  identifiable)  in  larger  establishments. 

A total  of  373  private  firms  with  a total  of  365,079  employees  cooperated 
in  this  salary  survey.  Current  wage  and  salary  information  was  provided 
on  a total  of  98,186  persons  employed  in  jobs  comparable  to  the  50  bench 
mark  jobs  covered  by  this  report.  The  private  industry  sample  was  con- 
fined to  employees  working  in  the  Counties  of  Alameda,  Contra  Costa, 

Marin,  San  Francisco,  San  Mateo,  and  Santa  Clara.  Types  of  firms  included 
in  the  sample  are  as  follows: 

Size  of  Firms  Categories  of  Industries 


No.  of 

No.  of 

No.  of 

No.  of 

Empl . 

Firms 

Category 

Firms 

Empl. 

99  or  less 

100 

Manuf . 

92 

160,515 

100-2A9 

102 

Transp.  & Ut. 

38 

70,297 

250-4^9 

54 

Trades 

73 

37,046 

500-999 

A3 

Finance 

A0 

42,130 

1000-2A99 

A 1 

Services 

130 

55,091 

2500-A999 

17 

5000  or  more 

16 

Total 

373 

373 

365,079 
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Government: 


A total  of  25  agencies  contributed  wage  and  salary  information  on  the 
same  bench  mark  jobs  surveyed  in  the  private  sector.  In  addition  to  the 
twenty-eight  member  agencies  of  the  Bay  Area  Salary  Survey  Committee, 
salary  data  is  also  included  from  the  Federal  Government  in  the  Bay  Area. 
Their  cooperation  is  gratefully  acknowledged. 


The  Government  sample  was  also  confined  to  employees  working  in  the 
Counties  of  Alameda,  Contra  Costa,  Marin,  San  Francisco,  San  Mateo,  and 
Santa  Clara.  The  following  shows  the  types  of  Governments  included  in 
the  sample: 


Category 


# of 

Agencies 


Total  # 
of  Employees 


Cities  7 ' 

Counties  4 

City-County  of  San  Francisco  1 

Transportation  & Utility  Districts  4 

School  Districts  1 

University  of  California  (Berkeley,  SF)  1 

California  State  University  and  Colleges  1 

Stanford  University  1 

State  Civil  Service  (Bay  Area)  1 

Special  Agencies  3 

Federal  Government  all 

TOTAL  25 


9,102 

26,064 

18,499 

1,685 

3,300 

11,591 

4,887 

7,000 

14,322 

10,718 

58,875 

166,043 


Survey  Methods 

Private  firm  data  have  been  converted  to  straight-time  monthly  rates  for 
a 40-hour  week  and  a 173.333-hour  month,  except  for  those  cases  where 
employees  working  a shorter  week  receive  no  extra  compensation  for  working 
to  40  hours. 

Both  Government  and  private  industry  rates  have  been  rounded  to  the  nearest 
dollar. 

Allowances'  for  the  value  of  free  meals  and  bonuses  (nonproduction  or 
incentive)  provided  to  employees  are  included  for  private  firms. 

The  median  represents  the  midpoint  in  the  full  range  of  rates,  taking  into 
account  the  number  of  persons  employed  at  each  rate. 

The  weighted  average  (mean)  is  obtained  by  dividing  the  sum  of  all  rates  of 
all  employees  in  each  job  by  the  total  number  of  employees  in  that  job. 

The  interquartile  range  represents  the  range  of  rates  received  by  the  middle 
50  percent  of  the  employees  in  each  job. 


Bench  mark  descriptions  are  included  only  in  the  field  survey  report 
published  in  the  spring.  In  the  interim,  additional  copies  of  these 
descriptions  may  be  secured  from  the  State  Personnel  Board,  Sacramento. 
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FINDINGS  AND  RECOMMENDATIONS  OF  THE  REVIEW  OF  THE  1978-79 
SALARY  STANDARDIZATION  PROCEDURE 


Following  is  a synopsis  of  the  findings  reported  in  the  Budget  Analyst's  Review  of 
Salary  Standardization  Procedure  Report,  dated  July  1978:* 


Despite  the  fact  that  salary  increases  for  public  employees  are  the  single 
largest  annual  increase  in  the  cost  of  San  Fracisco  government,  under 
existing  Charter  requirements  salary  increases  for  City  employees 
recommended  by  the  Civil  Service  Commission  cannot  be  modified  by  the 
Board  of  Supervisors  in  the  normal  budgetary  process  without  the 
concurrence  of  the  Commission.  The  options  available  to  the  Board  are 
limited  to  accepting  or  rejecting  the  recommendations  of  the  Commission. 
The  Civil  Service  Commission,  for  its  part,  does  not  take  the  overall  costs  of 
its  salary  recommendations  into  account.  Therefore,  there  is  no  overall 
budgetary  control  over  salary  increases  for  public  employees.  Giving  the 
Board  of  Supervisors  authority  to  make  uniform  reductions  in  wage  increases 
recommended  by  the  Civil  Service  Commission  would  establish  budgetary 
control  over  wage  increases  without  subjecting  decisions  on  wage  increases 
for  individual  employees  or  groups  of  employees  to  the  political  process. 


The  Civil  Service  Commission  has  considerable  discretion  and  flexibility  in 


establishing  wage  and  salary  increases  tor  public  employees.  Despite  the 
Strict  mathematical  formula  prescribed  in  me  Charter  "ToF*  establishing 
prevailing  wage  rates,  discretion  is  available  through  the  selection  of 
benchmark  classesy-for  which  wage  data  is  collected  providing  the  bases  for 
making  wage  increase  recommendations  for  all  miscellaneous  employees,  and 


through  the  use  of  internal  adjustments,  by  which  wages  for  porticualr 
classes  can~ receive  a greater  increase  than  the  increase  for  the  benchmark 
7o~~which  those  classes  grgjtied.  In  terms  of  selection  of  benchmarks,  which 
1 1 are  "key  classes"  within  occupational  groupings,  the  Civil  Service 
| Commission  can  select  any  number  and  can  drop  or  add  hpprhmnrkc  nt  any 
ytlme.i  For  example,  the  Civil  Service  staff  recommended  that  the  position  of 
1706  Telephone  Operator  be  used  as  a benchmark  class.  The  results  of  the 
^ 1978-79  staff  survey  for  1,1 12  telephone  operator  positions  disclosed  that  no 

salary  increase  was  warranted  for  the  City's  telephone  operators.  However, 
the  Civil  Service  Commission  did  not  accept  the  staff's  survey  results  and 
instead,  based  on  testimony  by  representatives  of  the  telephone  operators, 
voted  to  link  the  1706  telephone  operator  class  to  the  clerical  benchmark 
which  was  recommended  by  staff  for  an  1 1.5%  salary  increase.  This  resulted 
in  recommended  increase  salary  costs  of  approximately  $121,000  at  the  top 
step. 


* It  should  be  noted  that  these  findings  stemmed  from  the  1978  report.  The 
premises  of  the  findings  are  still  valid.  The  details  of  the  situation,  however,  have 
undoubtedly  been  altered.  The  findings  presented  here,  therefore,  are  for  purposes  of 
information  and  illustration  only. 
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^ - The  Civil  Service  Commission  has  linked  City  classes  with  similar  work 
content  to  different  benchmark  classes  that  vary  in  recommended  salary 
increases.  These  linkages  have  produced  recommendations  for  different 
salary  increases  for  comparable  classes  of  positions.  The  most  extensive 
examples  of  inconsistency  exist  in  the  Clerical  benchmark  and 
Administrative  Analyst  benchmark.  Secretarial  positions  of  similar  work 
content  and  qualifications  have  been  tied  to  both  benchmark  classes.  These 
two  benchmark  classes  were  recommended  for  different  wage  increases. 
Therefore,  classes  with  similar  work  content  and  qualifications  which  are 
tied  to  these  two  benchmarks  were  recommended  for  ditferent  wage 
increases!  In  a related  matter,~sbme  classes  are  tied  to  benchmarks ~wftTcfr 
have  duties  and  qualifications  which  are  unrelated  to  Those  benchmaTksr 
SimTTdrly,  the  Project  Coordinator  of  the  Neighborhood  Youth  Corps  and  the 
Project  Director  of  the  Neighborhood  Youth  Corps  classes  are  tied  to  the 
Clerical  benchmark  although  these  two  classes  require  no  clerical 
responsibilities. 

- " Some  Civil  Service  Commission  wage  and  salary  recommendations  for  1978- 
79  are  inconsistent  with  the  Charter  requirement  that  comparable  pay  be 
provided  for  comparable  work.  The  Budget  Analyst  found  cases  where 
c I asses  with  comparable  duties,  responsibilities  and  skill  requirements" 
receive  different  wage  rates_qnd_gre  tied  to  ditferent  benchmark~c lasses. 
For  example,  two  re^ervHycreated  "confidential  secretary  classes  (1522 
Confidential  Secretary  to  the  City  Attorney  and  1516  Confidential  Secretary 
to  the  Superintendent  of  the  San  Francisco  Community  College  District)  are 
tied  to  different  benchmarks  (1822  Administrative  Analyst  and  1444 
Clerical)  and  have  a 6.8%  differential  in  pay. 


cfcl/U^ 


The  Civil  Service  Commission  recommended,  for  three  classes  of  positions, 
maximum  salaries  which  exceed  the  maximum  salaries  for  comparable 
positions  paid  in  every  Bay  Area  jurisdiction  surveyed.  Such  salary  levels  are 
inconsistent  with  Charter  provisions  that  require  that  City  wages  not  exceed 
maximum  prevailing  rates.  These  salary  levels  result,  in  part,  from  the  fact 
that  San  Francisco's  5-step  20%  pay  range  has  a larger  percentage  increase 
from  the  entry  level  to  the  top  step  than  do  the  pay  ranges  of  many  of  the 
public  jurisdictions  surveyed.  For  example,  Alameda  County  has  a pay  range 
of  9.1%  from  the  entry  level  to  the  top  step.  For  blue  collar  employees,  the 
5-step  20%  pay  range  provided  by  San  Francisco  exceeds  the  pay  ranges  in  22 
of  26  Bay  Area  public  jurisdictions  surveyed.  Adjusting  San  Francisco  pay 
rates  to  levels  which  are  consistent  with  average  maximum  pay  rates  in  the 
Bay  Area  would  have  reduced  the  Civil  Service  Commission 
recommendations  for  1978-79  wage  increases  for  miscellaneous  employees 
by  approximately  $4.8  million. 


Alta  hment  V 
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The  Civil  Service  Commission  has  mode  inoccurote  compo  ns  in  th„  i 

s^R^iSSSSS&^S^ 

which  are  tied  to  the  clerical  benchmark.  If  the  1444  Clerk  StMi^tlh05 
had  been  compared  with  the  entry  level  stenonrnnK^r  ™ J.  Stenographer 
increase  would  hove  been  war"^^ 

"?  waf  'greases  which  hod  been  recommended  by  ttoCMH&rvfcf 
comporobie* pastor  compLoWe'X^reV^d  b^he  ChoJter.’*'"*'’1'  °f 

sSs1 

application  of  the  data  p Xes  Su  a an  l’  I bUt,  V^L  Subsequen' 

uWi. r/z,rc,  ,»  h:%tz>“;,zz,sc£2z?& 

overs^,e  ,hJ  wni  pa/  he  °[  the  «>«*»  construction  survey  may 
?wl  J ■ h 9 d°,a  f0r  S,x  crafts  ond  “-odes  classes  of  City  employes 

t ime^<^ntinuous  emplt^fnent?*  ^ges^ather  th^bpreva?lfn^  wDges^ fc^fuU- 


Eliminate  wording  referring  to  medians  and  midpoints  and  substitute  wording 
that  would  require  the  Civil  Service  Commission  salary  recommendations  to 
be  based  on  the  maximum  recommended  step.  This  recommended  maximum 
would  be  derived  from  a weighted  average  of  the  maximum  wages  paid  in 
other  jurisdictions,  adjusting  the  weights  and  maximums  of  those  other 
jurisdictions,  as  necessary,  to  exclude  employments  which  represent 
extremes  in  private  sector  salary  data  and  to  include  maximum  pay  rates 
which  would  be  achievable  during  a period  ot  time  comparable  to  the  normal 
time  required  to  progress  from  the  minimum  to  the  maximum  step  in  the 
public  jurisdictions  surveyed. 

Specify  that  "working  condition  benefits"  refers  to  all  benefits  other  than 
those  benefits  which  are  specifically  provided  in  the  Charter.  This  Charter 
amendment  would  mean  that  the  only  benefits  which  could  be  negotiated  by 
the  Employee  Relations  Division  of  the  Board  of  Supervisors  would  be  those 
benefits  which  are  available  to  50%  or  more  of  Bay  Area  public  employees. 


^e  recommended  that  the  Civil  Service  Commission  take  the  following  actions: 

re 

Direct  staff  to  establish  precise  guidelines  for  selecting  benchmark  classes 
and  allocating  classes  to  benchmarks,  and  adopt  those  guidelines  as  Civil 
Service  policy. 


- Adopt  precise  guidelines  for  recommending  internal  adjustments  which  are 
consistent  with  the  Charter's  provision  that  prevailing  wages  be  paid  to  City 
yx>  employees.  7 

Establish  specific  procedural  guidelines  which  will  assist  staff  in  identifying 
M5  families  of  positions  which  can  be  grouped  together  under  on  benchmark 

class. 

Adopt  a policy  which  defines  criteria  for  the  selection  of  out-of-Bay  Area 
)f.  public  employers  for  inclusion  in  salary  and  wage  surveys  when  Bay  Area 
A/T)  data  does  no  provide  an  adequate  basis  for  the  determination  of  prevailing 
salaries  and  wages.  This  policy  should  require  that  data,  when  available, 
reflecting  Central  and  Northern  California  public  employers  be  included  in 
surveys  and  that  the  data  collected  from  Southern  California  not  be 
dominated  by  data  from  Los  Angeles. 

kX  ^ *nSVre  that  comparable  wages  are  paid  to  City  classes  with  comparable 
duties  and  responsibilities. 

Insure  that  all  comparable  classes  are  tied  to  single  benchmarks  so  that 
recommendations  based  on  the  wage  and  salary  surveys  have  an  equal  effect 
on  comparable  classes. 

Select  a clerical  benchmark  for  which  data  exists  on  comparable  positions  in 
the  public  and  private  sector.  


and  County  of  Sar  Francisco 


Civil  Service  Commlsslo 

/ 


December  23,  1980 


MEMORANDUM 


To 

Through 

SUBJECT 


The  Honorable  Civil  Service  Commission 
John  J.  Walsh,  General  Manager,  l'ersonnel 
Salary  Standardization,  fiscal  Year  1001-82 


Recommendation 


Adopt  Report,  Tost  for  Two  Weeks,  forward  to  the  Board  of 
Supervisors 


Pursuant  to  Charter  Sections  8.400,  8.401  and  8.407,  the  staff  is  submitting  to  the 
Civil  Service  Commission  the  Annual  Salary  Standardization  survey,  together  with 
recommendations  thereon.  The  survey  was  conducted  to  determine  prevailing  pay 
rates  for  City  and  County  positions  exclusive  of  Uniform  Police,  Fire  and  Municipal 
Railway  Platform  positions. 


i 

! 

I 


Consultations  and  meet  end  confer  sessions  were  held  with  employees,  employee 
organizations  and  departmental  representatives,  and  written  requests  were  received 
commencing  early  September,  1980,  relative  to  the  salary  survey.  During  the  course 
of  the  survey,  the  staff  investigated  and  analyzed  both  written  and  verbal ^requests 
regarding  benchmark  allocations,  data  collection,  in  tern  a 1 adjustments  aj)d  other 
working  condition  berieTTts.-  Employees  and  employee  organizations  were  given  ample  ! 
opportunity  to  provide  the  staff  information  related  to  changes  or  modifications  in 
classification  relationships  and  benchmark  allocations,  thereby  minimizing  the~possi- 
bility  of  having  insufficient  time  to  review  salary  data  prior  to  recommendation  by 
the  Civil  Service  staff.  It  should  be  also  noted  that  consultations  and  meet  and 
confer  sessions  are  still  being  held  and  are  scheduled  for  the  near  future  as  well, 
and  the  staff  is  still  analyzing  written  and  verbal  requests  regarding  the  salary 
survey.  The  subject  recommendat ions  reflect  the  current  salary  survey  data  and  the 
results  of  the  staff's  investigations,  surveys  and  follow-up  on  the  output  afforded 
us  by  employees  and  their  representatives  to  date. 

The  staff  is  recommending  certain  changes  in  benchmark  assignments  of  classes  and 
deletion  of  some  benchmarks^  { Enclosure  No7~D . in  instances~when  the  classlfi- 
cations  in  a former  bencfmTark  have  been  reallocated  to  more  than  one  different  bench- 
mark, reference  to  the  index  of  the  Salary  Survey  book  contained  herein  will  indicate 
staff ' 9-t*ecommehded  benchmark. 

Surveys  and  analysis  of  data  reveal  that  five  benchmarks,  with  approximately  1973 
positions,  are  currently  paid  more  than  prevailing  rates.  No  increases  are  recom- 
mended for  these  positions. 


Approx imately  17,000  positions  in  53  benchmarks  receive  less  compensation  than  their 
counterparts  in  the  jurisdictions  surveyed.  Increases  arc  recommended  for  these 
benchmarks. 


The  Honorable- 


Civil 


So 'vice  CoTitmi  i 


Poeembor  23,  1980 


I Additionally,  internal  a d j ust m-.-ni s i ecommend.-d  .‘.•■rein  ior  classifications  to 
| recognize  supervisory  dir rerent ial  acT  j ns tment  s , establish  and  maintain  appropriate 
I relationships^wlthi.n  4~jcoinc.Ti vr -occupat  ions  1 so; • i <•-: ■ , r-.- cognize  the  differing  levels 
of^responsibil ity  within  the  city-wide  organize Mo::  ,il  structure  and  continue  the 
effective  use  of  the  benchmark  concept  m setting  r .a  lari  e 7i  TTIese  internal  adjust- 
1 mVnTS~are  TTsted  in  Enclosure  No.  2. 


Enclosure  No.  3 is  the  result  of  a fringe-benefits  survey  of  the  State  of  California 
and  all  cities  and  counties  surveyed  for  .'.alary  setting  purposes  in  accordance  with 
the  provisions  of  Charter  Section  0.407.  This  survey  is  submitted  for  informational 
purposes  only. 

Enclosure  No.  4 is  a recommended  change  to  Section  IV. I'. 3 (Supervisory  Differential 
Adjustment)  of  the  Administative  Provisions  of  the  Salary  Standardization  Ordinance. 
This  change  would  allow  all  permanent  employees  who  have  completed  a probationary 
period  to  be  eligible  for  the  supervisory  differential  adjustment  provided  they  met 
all  other  requirements. 

As  requested  by  the  General  Manager,  Personnel,  in  a letter  dated  August  5,  1980, 
the  Board  of  Supervisors  has  approved  the^updatirg  of  the  salary  survey  data,  through 
circa  3/16/81.  Should  updated  data  indicate ,'  the*  staff  will  propose  to  the  Commission 
further  changes  in  1931-82  recommended  salaries. 

Additionally,  the  findings  by  BASSO  related  to  the  implementation  and  incorporation 
of  construction  '..'age  data  have  not  yet  been  received.  When  this  data  is  submitted, 
the  staff  will  analyze  it  for  technical  validity  and  eui i iciency  and  will  subsequently 
report  on  its  findings. 


Id.i'bMMSld'ATI'JlJ.. 

Staff  recommends  the  following: 

1.  That  the  salary  recommendations  as  reflected  in  the  report  dated  January  5,  1981, 
and  the  recommendations  contained  herein  be  adopted  by  the  Civil  Service 
Commission,  posted  for  two  weeks  and  forwarded  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors 
thereafter; 

2.  That  the  Civil  Service  Commission  authorize  the  -General  Manager,  Personnel, 
and  the  staff  to  correct  clerical  errors  brought  to  their  attention; 

3.  That  the  Civil  Service  Commission  authorize  the  General  Manager,  Personnel,  and 
the  staff  to  correct  any  salary  or  salary  recommendations  that  have  been  omitted 
by-inadvertence  or  that  provide  compensation  schedules  or  rates  different  from 
those  intended  by  the  Civil  Service  Commission. 


JJW/scm 


Respectfully  submitted, 

V j v 

' v-  ’•  / ' 

'.’.c-.'icrai  Manager,  Personnel 
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2/9/31 


To 

Through 


The  Honorable  Civil  Service  comr.uus.ioJi 
John  J,  Walsh , General  Manager,  Ptrsonnul 


From  : Albert  C.  Ambrose , Division  Manager,  Personnel 

SUBJECT:  SUBJECTS  ARISING  OUT  OF  SALARY  STANDARDIZATION  TOR  1961-82,  REQUESTS 

REFERRED  TO  THE  CIVIL  SERVICE.  COMMISSION  BY  THE  CLERK  OK  THE  BOARD  OF 
SUPERVISORS  AND  MATTERS  BROUGHT  TO  THE  ATTENTION  OT  THE  COMMISSION 
STAFF  BY  DEPARTMENTS  'AND  EMPLOYEE  ORGANIZATIONS  IN  MEET  AND  CONFER 
SESSIONS.  ~ ~ ~ 


RECOMMENDATION:  ADOPT  REPORT;  NOTIFY  AND  FORWARD  TO  BOARD  OT  SUPERVISORS. 


The  Civil  Service  Commission  had  for  its  consideration  the  recommendations  of  the 
staff  concerning  salary  standardization  for  1981-62  at  its  meeting  of  January  5, 

1981.  The  Commission  adopted  the  staff  report  and  ordered  that  the  recommer.dat ions 
be  posted  for  a period  of  two  weeks  and  forwarded  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors.  . In 
conformance  with  Charter  Sections  8.400,  8.401  and  8.407,  the  staff  of  the  Civil 
Service  Commission  has  reviewed  various  requests  referred  by  the  Clerk  of  the  Board 
of  Supervisors  and  has  reviewed  and  considered  other  requests  arising  out  of  meet 
and  confer  sessions  with  employees,  employee  representatives  and  the  various  de- 
partments. 

'The  recommendations  presented  in  this  report  represent  changes  in  the  original  staff 
recommendations  approved  by  the  Civil  Service  Commission  on  January  5,  1981,  and  are 
as.  follows : 

1)  The  City  Librarian  has  requested  a salary  adjustment  for  class  3638  Chief  Libraries 

Since  1975-76,  the  position  of  Assistant  City  Librarian  has  not  been  filled  and  the 
intent  is  to  keep  it^vacjiir: — Therefore/'  Incumbents  'Iff  the  class  of  Chief  Librarian— 
have  taken  on  the  duties  cf  Assistant  City  Librarian.  Stall  recommends  internal 

adjustment  to  class  3635  Chief  Librarian.  fa..  I r(  C ' * ^ £ 

2)  The  Fine  Arts  Museum  has  requested  that  class  3528  Museum  Conservator  and  class 
3529  Museum  Conservator  (Asian  Art)  be  compensated  at  the  same  schedule  due  to  the 
extreme  similarity  in  duties,  responsibilities  and  minimum  requirements.  Staf^.  recom- 
mends a 1.0  internal  adjustment  to  class  3528  Museum  Conservator  to  equate  with  class 
3529  Museum  Conservator  (Asian  Art). 

3)  The  Civil  Service  Commission  has  approved  an  internal  adjustment  to  the  Animal 
Keeper  series.  The  Recreation  and  Park  Department  requests  that  the  several  classes 
related  and  associated  with  the  Animal  Keepers  be  similarly  adjusted  to  maintain  long 
established  internal  relationships.  Staff  recommends  approval  of  tnis  request  for 
internal  adjustments  to  classes  3506  Aquarist;  3342  Zoologist;  3516  Aquatic  Collector 
3 3 60 ^Curator  of  Zoological  Exhibits;  3508  Senior  Aquarist;  3512  Aquarium  Exhibit 
Preparator;  and  2440  Veterinarian  Laboratory  Technologist. 

4)  The  Health  Department  has  requested  internal  adjustments  in  order  to  continue  ex- 
ist ing“r*el  at  ion  ships  established  in  1980-81  among  classifications  in  the  Clinical 
Services.  Staff  recommends  approval  and  the  following  internal  adjustments: 

.5  to  class  2685  Deputy  Director  of  Adult  Services 

.2  to  class  2897  Deputy  Director,  Program  Planning 

.5  to  class  2694  Program  Chief,  Community  Public  Health 

.5  to  class  2995  Program  Chief,  Community  Mental  Health  Services 


5)  The  Department  of  Public  5iea.lt!. 
2182  Administrator,  Laguna  Honda  H‘; 
ordinate  class  21^5  Hospital 


Administrator. 


itiiiol  adjustment  to  class 
j'i  differential  over  sub- 
t.:fl'  recommends  approval. 


6)  The  Health  Department  has  l equ 
2785  Assistant  General  Services  Ma 
increased  level  and  scope  of  dutie 
approval . 


internal 
and  27 8 f 


•r.ts  oi  1.0  steps  to  classes 
Services  Manager  due  to  the 
assigned.  Staff  recommends 


7)  The  Public  Health  Department  has  revested  an  internal  adjustment  of  2.0  steps 
’ , «iu  cer-ral  Pricessiw  and  distribution  Supervisor  to  recoput*  the  duties 
to  class  2394  C ..  • • 7324  bs-sir..’  Sutervisor.  Staff  recommends 

and  responsibilities  equal,  m level  to  cla....  2i24  . 

approval 


81  The  Public  Health  Department  has  requested  an  internal  adjustment  o.  1.0  steps  to 
ciass  2344  Chief  of  Surgery  Nurses  to  recognize  the  levels  of  duties  ana  responsibil  - 
ties  equal  to  class  2366  Assistant  Director  of  Nurses.  Staff  recommends  approval. 


9)  The  Department  of TJTlZin 
to  these  classes. 


10)  The  Treasurer  has  requested  an  internal 

Tax  Collector  to  properly  reflect  the  level  el  legal  uutic..,  m/oi 
2 2.2  step  internal  adjustment  for  tnis  purpose. 


11)  Staff  has  reviewed  a request  os 
compensate  for  continuous  public  wt 
Staff  recommends  a 1.0  step  adjust: 


behalf  o 


ntac 


f class  hill  Station  Agent  to  recognize  an 
public  service  requirements  of  the  class. 


12)  The  Board  of  Permit  Appeals  has  requested^  ^ 

Director,  Board  of  Permit  Appeal, * t,..,  r,0i-ul  department  head  dutie 
bilities  performed  ly  tne  lncum^nu  in  ^ , .,  0,  ciass  1575  with  classc 

Staff  recommends  an  internal  adjustment  toj  ^ Public  Administrator. 

8190  Attorney  for  the  Tax  collector  and  6-*--^  '•  ^ • -J 


13)  We  have  been  requested  by  the  War  Memorial  Opera  hou . e^cO  -n.r 

cent  to  class  6216  Stapboor  security  Ouardb‘*Staff  recor.-.er.ds  a 1. 

in  duties  and  responsii  ,1,  >.ie.,  wit.,  oa,,  j 

step  internal  adjustment 


. ^ rl  7454  Traific  Signal  Officer  to  le  one  st 

recommends  a 2.*0  internal  adjustment 


IS)  Staff  has  beer,  requested  to  maintain  the^supervisory  dif^er^  subordinate 

class  7131  Electrical  Kuir.t er.anoe  and  bon..tru-tio:  - 1 rlectrician  Supervisor  II. 
class  7273  Communications  Line  Worse.  II  and  clas..  /276  I.lectrician  p 
Staff  recommends  a 1 . 'J  internal  adjustment  to  clam.  1 • 


16)  The  Director  of  Property  has  requested  an  internal  ad  jus 

Property  Loan  Officer  to  compensate  lor  ,;ruatly  mw-e V|«  # ^ b.ernal  adju!| 

since  the  class  was  created  several  year~  »j.,c  . 
ment  for  class  4160. 


17)  The  Sheriff  has  requested  a;<  internal  ad justm-nt 
with  class  3410  Assistant  Gardener  because  the  cut  It.- 
classes  are  interchangeable.  Staff  re commends  a 2.0 


i';:-  34  02  rarnic-r  to  equate 
responsibilities  of  the  two 
nul  adjustment  to  class  3402. 


IB)  The  Assessor  adviser,  staff  that  he  has  deleted  tv:o  positions/classif icat ions  from 
his  department  and  reassigned  the  duties  therein  to  two  :>}  the  Assessor's  other  classes, 
class  4266  Chief  of  Technical  Services  and  class  4 203  A.. ..i stunt  Chief  of  Technical 
Services.  The  Assessor  requests  salary  adjustments  to  reflect  these  added  duties  and 
responsibilities.  Staff  recommends  a o.b  internal  adjustment  V.  class  42CC  and  a 3.0 
internal  adjustment  to  class  4263. 


19)  The  Port  Manager  has  requested  an  internal  adjustment  to  class  9390  Commercial 
Property  Manager  to  properly  compensate  for  the  level  or  duties  and  respor.sibilit ies 
relative  to  other  Property  Management  classification':,  Staff  recommends  an  internal 
adjustment  to  class  9390  Commercial  Property  Management  t.  equate  it  with  class  9207 

Airport  Property  Specialist  II. 


20)  We  have  been  requested  to  grant  an  internal  adjustment  to  classes  B106  Legal  Process 
Clerk  and  class  8108  Senior  Legal  Process  Clerk  to  properly  reflect  their  level  of 
duties,  responsibilities  and  requirements  relative  to  the  Clerk-Typist  series.  Staff 
recommends  a 1.4  internal  adjustment  to  both  classes. 


/ 21)  The  Port  Director  advises  staff  that  his  three  top  subordinate  classifications  are 
/ all  equal  in  terms  of  level  of  duties  and  responsibilities  and  important  to  the  Port 
/ and,  in  fact,  serve  as  Deputy  Port  Directors.  The  Port  Director  requests  all  three  be 
/ compensated  at  the  same  level.  Staff  recommends  a;-proval  and  the  granting  of  a 1.8 
I step  internal  adjustment  to  class  9334  Chief,  Bureau  of  Administration  and  Finance, 

V Port,  (and  a reallocation  to  benchmark  1640);  and  a .C  internal  adjustment  to  class  9363 
deputy  Port  Director,  Maritime  Affairs. 


22)  The-  Port  Director  has  requested  that  his  maintenance  supervisors  be  adjusted  to  pro- 
vide a 5%  supervisory  differential  between  the  various  levels  and  to  maintain  such 
differentials  in  the  future.  This  obviates  the  need  for  the  continuing  filing  for 
supervisory  adjustments  under  the  administrative  provisions  oi  the  Salary  Gtandardiza- 
tion  Ordinance.  Staff  recommends  approval  and  the  following: 


Reallocate  classes  9360  Construction  and  Maintenance  Superintendent , 93C1  Assistant 
Superintendent,  Harbor  Maintenance,  Piers  and  Wharves,  9304  Superintendent,  Harbor 
Maintenance  and  Repairs,  from  their  current  benchmarks  to  the  Equipment  Operator  bench- 
mark (7355)  and  grant  a .9  internal  adjustment  to  class  9300;  1.4  internal  adjustment 
to  class  9361;  2.7  internal  adjustment  to  class  9'3G3  and  1.2  internal  adjustment  to 
class  9364. 

23)  Staff  has  been  requested  to  grant  an  internal  adjustment  to  class  2672  Children's 
Center  Assistant  Houseparent  to  equate  the  salary  with  class  2032  Cook-Manager,  Elemen- 
tary School . S.taff  has  determined  that  the  overall  level  cb  duties  and  responsibility 
of  class  2672  is  very  similar  to  those  of  class  2032  and  therefore  recommends  a .2 
internal  adjustment  to  class  2072.  Also,  class  2674  Children's  Center  Houseparent  is 
recommended  for  a .2  internal  adjustment  to  maintain  its  relationship  to  class  2672. 

24)  Staff  has  been  requested  to  adjust  the  salaries  for  classifications  in  the  Shade  a: 
Drapery  Worker  series  to  more  closely  recognize  the  danger  and  hazardous  working  con- 
ditions found  in  the  classif ications  and  the  similarity  therein  to  the  dangers  and 
hazards  found  in  class  7393  Window  Cleaner.  Staff  recommends  a l.C  internal  adjustment 
to  classes  7450  Shade  and  Drapery  Worker,  7451  Senior  Shade  and  Drapery  Worker  and  745. 
Shade  Worker. 


3 


25)  Staff  has  received  a request  ii-o::.  the  Phioi  Aviml 
ternal  adjustment  to  class  1523  Conf  idontiai  -cu’i  -t-i 
Officer  in  order  to  more  adequately  compensate  for  t 
sponsibilties  in  that  classificat  ion . St»«.  : ivtou'.r. 
bring  class  1523  more  in  line  with  other  i swlitient  i.< 


ilrative  Officer  to  grant  an  in 
- o the  Chief  Administrative 
high  level  of  duties  and  re-  ' 
a 1.0  internal  adjustment  to 
i-cretary  classes. 


26)  The  Department  of  TuMic  Work  . ha:.  pointe-i  out  to  that  employees  with  steno- 
graphic skills  are  leaving  their  r-tenogra]-:.ic  position-.  for  higher  paying  City  clerical 
positions  that  do  not  require  stenography.  The  result  i a loss  to  the  City  of  steno- 
graphic skills  and  an  extreme  di::'5culiv  in  replacing  the-  stenographers  who  promote. 
The  department  recuests^intcmal  all's  •.merits  to  the  stenographic  classes  to  encourage- 


iretention  in  the  stenographic  series.  Stall'  recommends 
I classes  i^t-  bcnici  Clerk  ten'.  ,' : ..  — STTC  1 526  Admin  is 

internal  adjustment  to  classes  145;'  • rincipal  Cleik  . to 

Secretary. 


h l.s  irteWiai  aajustmen 
x-wtive  Secretary,  and  a 1. 

. grapher  and  1452  Stenographic 


27)  Staff  has  received  a request  n-om  the  1 lofensicnai  Engineers  Union,  Local  21,  on 
behalf  of  class  5366  Engineering  Associate  II.  Class  53C6  is  paid  only  5s©  above  clas: 
5364  Engineering  Associate  1,  which  is  insufficient  to  r-: cognize  the  differences  in 
level  of  duties  and  responsibilities.  Lit.ifl'  recorr.  nds  i 1.0  internal  adjustment  to 
class  5366. 


28)  Staff  has  received  a request  from  the  Department  oi  Public  Health  on  behalf  of 
classes  2806  Disease  Control  Investigator  and  2808  Senior  Disease  Control  Investigator, 
The  department  has  had  difficulty  in  recruiting  and  retaining  employees  in  these  classi 
Twenty-one  employees  h3ve  come  and  go;.*.-  in  the  13  budgeted  2cCG  positions  in  the  last 
three  years.  Furthermore,  similar  work  in  other  public  jur  isdictions  pays,  substantial 
higher  than  City  rates.  Staf;  rece;:.:A a 1.5  intern-1  adjustment  for  classes  2806  e 

2eoe. 

In  addition  to  the  requests  for  us. f:.ent.:  listed  herein  in  which  staff  has  recommend 
i approval,  staff  has  received  app:  j>:  is.-tely  174  requests  for-  internal  adjustments  that 
would  incur  an  additional  cost  <-•:  a - •;  i o:-::::-ate2y  Cf’,  55  3,  CC0.00,  including  retirement,  i 
approved  and  implemented . Sta!  : bus  recommended  denial  oi  these  requests. 


It  should  be  noted  that  the  i'eco:.::.endatior.s  contained  herein,  when  added  to  the  salan 
standardization  report  adopted  by  the  Civil  Service  Commission  on  January  5,  1981,  do_ 
constitute  final  salary  stand  irdization  recommendation:,  lor  1561-62  for  the  following 
reasons: 

1)  The  Board  of  Supervisors  has  approved  cur  request  to  prepare  an  update  of  the  sal. 
survey  circa  mid-March  to  reflect  changes  in  1-ay  area  salaries  since  our  survey  in 
December,  1980.  Should  such  up  sated  data  cc-  allowed  Incorporated  into  the  survey,  ra 
recommendations  will  change. 

2)  The  supplemental  BAS  SC  construction  rate  survey  is  duo  in  our  offices  shortly  ar.d 
will  be  incorporated  into  the  final  recommendations . 

3)  Staff  is  continuing  to  meet  with  inc-rc sted  parties  concerning  salary  standardiza 
for  1981-82. 


It  should  also  be  noted  that  the  Cal  i : urr.ia ‘Nurses  Association  (CUA)  is  currently  in 
negotiations  with  local  private  hospn  >1 
Industry . It  is  hoped  ~ 


be  reflected  in  t: 
If  such  is  not  tlx 


a foremen t ion. 


will  be  c 
• to  lUthc. 


tile  reg 
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■ir.-.d  l.y 


red  nurses  in  privo 
concluded  in  time 
Board  of  Supervise 
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forking  condition  Dc-iu 
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It  is  recommended  that 
report  be  appi'cved. 
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COMPARABLE  WORTH  PROJECT 


WORKING  FOR  PAY  EQUITY  IN 
StX-StGRI  GATED  OCCUPAT  IONS 


488  41  st  Street.  No  5.  Oakland.  CA  94809 


(41 S)  658-1806 


Remarks  by  Virginia  Dean  before  the 


San  Francisco  Civil  Service  Commission,  March  1,  1982 


Good  evening.  I am  Virginia  Dean,  an  attorney  and  founder  and  co-coordinator 
of  the  Comparable  Worth  Project,  an  Oakland-based  organization  which  supports 
employers,  workers  and  unions  who  are  working  for  pay  equity  in  women’s  occupations. 

As  I begin  my  remarks,  I would  like  to  let  you  know  th  t we  appreciate  the 
eiforts  which  the  San  Francisco  Civil  Service  Commission,  the  Board  of  Supervisors 
and  Local  400  are  making  to  address  this  important  issue.  Eliminating  the  sex 
bias  in  wage  setting  which  causes  underpayment  of  women's  occupations  is  not  an 
easy  task.  Especially  in  a time  of  shrinking  incomes  and  Increasing  costs  for 
everyone,  including  municipal  governments  like  yours. 

Yet,  there  is  a way  in  which  today's  economic  climate  makes  comparable  worth 
pay  in  women’s  occupations  even  more  critical.  As  increasing  numbers  of  women 
work  along  side  their  husbands  for  that  absolutely  necessary  second  paycheck,  as 
more  and  more  women  and  fewer  and  fewer  men  are  the  sole  support  of  their  families, 
the  tightening  economy  hits  these  workers  and  their  families  hardest  of  all. 

In  addition,  recent  history  and  current  statistics  tell  us  that  affirmative 
action  and  equal  opportunity  efforts  which  increase  the  earnings  of  a few  indi- 
vidual women  by  moving  them  into  higher  paid  male  occupations,  do  not,  by  them- 
selves, reduce  the  59p  wage  gap  between  men  and  women  workers.  The  low  pay  which 
accompanies  the  occupations  which  4 out  of  5 women  workers  now  hold  and  which 
most  women  will  continue  to  hold  must  also  be  addressed.  This  is  the  issue 
which  comparable  worth  addresses. 

I understand  that  some  Commissioners  and  other  city  officials  are  concerned 
that  language  in  the  City  Charter  on  "prevailing  wages"  precludes  implementation 
of  the  city's  newly  adopted  policy  on  "pay  equity."  I will  address  the  remainder 
of  my  remarks  to  that  concern.  I have  read  the  applicable  charter  language 
carefully  and  it  i6  my  conclusion  that  it  gives  the  Civil  Service  Commission 
authority  for  wage-setting  which  is  more  than  broad  enough  to  allow  you  to 
address  comparable  worth  pay  inequities  at  the  same  time  as  you  carry  out 
those  provisions  which  call  for  prevailing  wage  rates. 

Perhaps  proponents  of  the  opposite  conclusion  base  their  view  on  the  belief 
that  comparable  worth  pay  adjustments  must  always  originate  as  the  result  of 
a job  evaluation  6tudy,  as  was  the  case  in  the  city  of  San  Jose.  I would  like 
to  correct  that  impression.  From  my  experience,  the  actual  situation  is  quite 
the  contrary.  There  are  as  many  approaches  for  eliminating  or  reducing  sex 
bias  in  wage  structures  as  there  are  workplaces. 
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A noted  author  and  scholar  in  the  area  of  comparable  worth  predicts  that  most 
comparable  worth  gains  will  be  made  through  modifications  of  existing  wage  setting 
systems  rather  than  by  carrying  out  and  implementing  new  job  evaluation  studies. 

In  our  educational  efforts  at  the  Comparable  Worth  Project,  we  define  "compa- 
rable worth"  for  women’s  occupations  to  include  "anything  that  eliminates  or  reduces 
sex  bias  in  a workplace's  wage  structure."  The  outcome  is  what  counts.  The  re- 
classification of  a particular  job,  the  upgrading  of  a particular  occupation,  or 
flat  across-the-board  dollar  wage  increases  are  all  salary  adjustments  which  can 
come  within  this  definition  when  they  result  in  a higher  wage  level  for  one  or  more 
predominantly  female  occupations  in  relation  to  other  jobs  in  a workplace. 

The  City  Charter's  language  on  wage-setting  setB  forth  the  perimeters  for 
your  authority.  Since  1932,  San  Francisco  has  been  requ  red  to  set  wages  for 
city  "miscellaneous"  employees  "based  on  a comprehensive  investigation  and  survey 
[of]  ...  wages  paid  in  private  employment  for  like  service  and  working  conditions 
or  in  other  governmental  organizations  in  this  6tate."  Section  8. AO].  The  way  in 
which  that  mandate  has  been  carried  out  over  the  past  50  years  has  varied  from  year 
to  year  and  from  occupation  to  occupation.  Some,  but  not  all,  of  those  variations 
have  been  the  result  of  additional  charter  language  which  has  been  added  and  inter- 
preted along  side  this  basic  provision. 

In  1976,  Section  8.A07  was  adopted,  which  limits  the  wage  survey  to  benchmark 
classifications  (unspecified  by  name  or  number) , specifies  what  public  and  private 
workplaces  will  be  surveyed  and  sets  forth  a specific  formula  for  using  the  survey 
results  to  make  salary  recommendations.  Over  the  years,  other  provisions  have 
removed  selected  groups  of  workers — primarily  police,  firefighters  and  Muni-drivers — 
from  the  general  wage-setting  provisions  for  "miscellaneous"  workers  altogether. 

(As  a result,  each  of  these  groups  of  workers  have  their  own  special  wage-setting 
formulas  which  result  in  wage  increases  which  are  larger  in  absolute  terms  and  in 
relative  terms  than  the  wage  increases  received  under  the  formula  which  applies 
to  miscellaneous  workers. 

Looking  at  the  wage-setting  provisions  for  the  city's  18,522  miscellaneous 
workers,  the  City  Budget  Analyst,  in  a July  1978  report  reviewing  the  City's 
Salary  Standardization  Procedure,  recognized  the  broad  discretion  which  lies 
with  the  Civil  Service  Commission  in  this  area,  and  I quote: 

"The  Civil  Service  Commission  has  considerable  discretion  and 
flexibility  in  establishing  wage  and  salary  increases  for  public 
employees.  Despite  the  strict  mathematical  formula  prescribed  in 
the  charter  for  establishing  prevailing  wage  rates,  discretion  is 
available  through  the  selection  of  benchmark  classes  for  which  wage 
data  is  collected  providing  the  basis  for  making  wage  increase  recom- 
mendations for  all  miscellaneous  employees  and  through  the  use  of 
internal  adjustments  by  which  wages  for  particular  classes  can  receive 
a greater  increase  than  the  increase  for  the  benchmarks  to  which 
tho&e  classes  are  tied." 

As  the  Budget  Analyst  acknowledges,  there  is  no  language  in  the  charter  and 
there  are  no  formal  Commission  guidelines  which  specify  which  jobs  will  be  sur- 
veyed, how  many  jobs  will  be  surveyed,  or  how  jobs  to  be  surveyed  will  be  selected. 
Nor  is  there  any  charter  language  or  commission  guidelines  regarding  the  assignment 
of  jobs  which  are  not  surveyed  to  particular  benchmark  groups  or  the  placement  of 
those  unsurveyed  jobs  on  the  pay  grid  in  relation  to  the  benchmark  job  and  other 
jobs  assigned  to  the  benchmark. 
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These  decision — which  are  critical  to  the  end  result  with  regard  to  recom- 
mended wage  increases — are  entirely  up  to  your  discretion.  Salary  levels  for  the 
58  our  of  1,469  classifications  which  you  choose  to  survey  are  determined  by  the 
survey  results  and  the  mathematic  formula  set  forth  ±n  the  charter.  However,  the 
salaries  for  the  remaining  1,411  miscellaneous  classifications  are  based  on  the 
determined  worth  of  each  job  in  relationship  to  the  benchmark  classification  and 
to  every  other  job  in  that  benchmark  group.  This  determination  is  a direct  appli- 
cation of  the  traditional  job  ranking  theory  upon  which  comparable  worth  for 
women’s  occupations  is  based. 

Movement  of  classifications  out  of  one  benchmark  and  into  another  as  well 
as  the  creation  and  elimination  of  benchmarks  groupings  are  also  within  the  dis- 
cretion of  your  authority.  You  have  exercised  this  authority  with  regard  to  the 
movement  of  meter  readers  and  telephone  operators  and  many  other  classifications 
in  recent  years. 

For  instance,  you  have  created  a new  "meter  reader"  benchmark  group  in  your 
1982-83  salary  recommendation  report.  For  the  previous  two  years,  "meter  reader" 
was  assigned  to  the  clerical  benchmark  group  which  is  index  off  the  clerk  stenog- 
rapher classification.  This  year,  meter  reader  is  a surveyed  classification  and 
three  other  classifications  have  been  moved  from  the  plumber  benchmark  group  to 
the  new  meter  reader  group.  As  a result  of  this  movement,  the  salary  increase 
recommended  for  the  meter  reader  classification  will  be  greater  than  it  would  have 
been  had  it  remained  with  the  clerk  stenographer  benchmark. 

In  recent  years,  the  telephone  operator  classification  has  also  been  moved 
around  within  the  benchmark  system  with  a resulting  shift  in  salary  increase 
recommendations.  In  1978,  the  Civil  Service  staff  decided  to  create  a new  tele- 
phone operator  benchmark  class,  but  when  the  wage  survey  which  followed  did  not 
justify  an  increase  for  the  operators,  the  commission  decided  to  drop  the  new 
benchmark  and  place  the  operators  under  the  clerical  benchmark  where  they  would 
get  an  11.51  Increase.  In  the  1982-82  recommendations,  the  telephone  operator 
class  was  removed  from  the  clerical  benchmark  to  the  police  communications  spe- 
cialist benchmark,  which  resulted  in  a larger  increase  for  that  classification 
than  was  scheduled  for  classes  which  remained  in  the  clerical  benchmark  group. 

The  discretion  and  flexibility  which  allows  you  to  make  these  sorts  of 
changes  is  the  6ame  discretion  and  flexibility  which  allows  you  to  implement 
the  city's  new  pay  equity  policy  as  you  carry  out  the  charter  mandate  on  pre- 
vailing wages.  In  fact,  because  the  charter  language  gives  you  such  broad 
discretion  in  these  areas,  it  is  misleading  to  the  public  and  to  city  employees 
for  your  body  to  take  the  position  that  charter  language  prevents  your  fullest 
cooperation  in  implementing  pay  equity  for  San  Francisco  city  workers. 

Furthermore,  in  light  of  the  new  city  policy  on  pay  equity,  it  is  important 
that,  as  you  do  make  the  changes  and  adjustments  which  your  discretion  allows, 
you  use  that  discretion  and  authority  to  make  changes  which  reduce  the  sex-bias 
in  the  city's  wage  structure.  At  the  very  least,  the  adjustments  you  make  should 
not  increase  sex-bias  in  the  structure. 

When  labor  experts  criticize  job  evaluation  methodology  as  a strategy  for 
addressing  comparable  worth  pay  inequities,  they  do  not  say  that  comparisons 
between  dissimilar  jobs  are  not  possible.  Such  comparisons  have  been  a part 
of  classification  and  job  evaluation  for  decades  and  are,  in  fact,  the  very 
basis  of  most  salary  recommendations  under  a benchmark  (prevailing  wage)  system. 
Rather,  these  experts  express  concern  that  traditional  applications  of  the 
methodology,  incuding  the  use  of  benchmark  and  prevailing  wage  systems,  have 
frequently  acted  to  introduce  or  perpetuate  sex-bias. 
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For  example,  whenever  a classification  is  keyed  to  a female-dominated  bench- 
mark— that  is,  a classification  which  is  occupation  by  70X  or  more  women — whether 
the  nonsurveyed  classification  is  female- dominated  or  not,  the  sex-bias  which 
exists  in  the  labor  force  will  depress  the  wages  for  the  benchmark  and,  in  turn, 
for  the  other  jobs  assigned  to  that  benchmark.  A6  former  EEOC  Chair  Eleanor 
Holmes  Norton  has  said,  "Market  forces  are  highly  imperfect  when  they  act  upon 
female  job  categories."  Many  researchers  and  experts  looking  at  this  issue 
agree  with  her. 

This  sex-biased  result  leads  the  expert  which  I mentioned  earlier  to  recom- 
mend nondiscriminatory  benchmarking  as  a method  for  addressing  sex-bias  in  wage- 
setting methodology  using  benchmarks.  Specifically,  she  recommends  the  use  of 
only  male-dominated  or  integrated  classifications  as  surveyed  or  benchmark  clas- 
sifications. Implementing  such  a policy  is  clearly  within  your  discretion  under 
the  city  charter  and  could  be  an  important  step  i moving  toward  pay  equity  for 
women '6  occupations  in  the  city. 

Another  place  in  which  sex  bias  can  be  eliminated — or  introduced — in  the 
implementation  of  a benchmark  system  is  in  the  placement  of  unsurveyed  job  clas- 
sifications on  the  pay  grid  in  relationship  to  each  other  and  to  the  benchmark 
classification.  If  a nonsurveyed  classification  within  a benchmark  groups  which 
is  male-dominated  is  paid  more  than  another  classification  in  the  groups  which 
is  female-dominated  and  has  a similar  level  of  complexity  or  responsibility,  the 
differences  may  be  based  on  internal  sex  bias,  since  they  are  not  based  on  sex 
bias  in  the  external  wage  survey. 

Efforts  such  as  these  I have  suggested  would  be  useful  any  time  a workplace 
wishes  to  reduce  or  eliminate  sex  bias  in  wage  setting.  However,  given  the  pay 
equity  policy  which  the  Board  of  Supervisors  has  adopted,  I suggest  that  they  are 
mandated  in  San  Francisco. 

I hope  these  remarks  are  informative  and  thought-provoking  as  you  attempt 
to  carry  out  your  salary  setting  responsibilities.  If  our  project  can  be  of 
further  assistance  in  those  efforts,  do  not  hesi  ate  to  contact  us.  Thank  you. 
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Drucilla  Ramey 
Golden  Gate  University 
536  Mission  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94105 

Re:  Comparable  Worth  under  San  Francisco's  Charter 
Dear  Ms.  Ramey: 

On  behalf  of  San  Francisco  Women  Lawyers  Alliance,  I have  reviewed 
San  Francisco's  City  Charter  provisions  regarding  compensation  of  city 
employees  to  determine  if  the  charter  is  consistent  with  establishing 
wage  rates  so  as  to  reduce  sex  bias  in  compensation  and  promote  equal 
pay  for  jobs  of  comparable  value.  We  have  concluded  that  the  achievement 
of  pay  equity  is  fully  compatible  with  the  city  charter,  and  that  the  city 
charter  should  be  construed  so  as  to  permit  elimination  of  sex  bias  in 
compensation  in  order  to  avoid  any  conflict  with  state  and  federal 
employment  discrimination  laws. 

To  begin  this  analysis,  it  is  necessary  to  define,  or  at  least  to 
describe,  the  concept  of  comparable  worth  or  pay  equity.  In  County  of 
Washington  v.  Gunther  (1981)  452  U.S.  161,166,  the  Supreme  Court  described 
comparable  worth  as  "a  comparison  of  the  intrinsic  worth  or  difficulty  of 
[a]  job  with  that  of  other  jobs  in  the  same  organization  or  community." 

In  Women,  Work,  and  Wages:  Equal  Pay  for  Jobs  of  Equal  Value  (National 
Academy  Press,  1981)  , pp.  1-2,  the  issue  is  discussed  as  follows: 

"Women  . . . have  argued  that  their  jobs  are  underpaid 
relative  to  jobs  of  comparable  wcrth — that  is,  jobs  requiring 
similar  levels  of  skill,  effort,  and  responsibility  and  similar 
working  conditions  — that  are  held  mainly  by  men." 

And  in-  its  most  fundamental  sense,  the  issue  of  comparable  worth  is 
an  attempt  to  explain  and  alleviate  the  often-quoted  statistic  that  a 
significant  disparity  exists  between  the  average  incomes  of  male  and  female 
workers,  so  that  women  earn  only  about  60  cents  for  every  dollar  men  earn, 
with  the  greatest  disparity  between  those  jobs  predominantly  occupied  by 
one  sex.  Reports  on  San  Francisco  city  workers  in  October,  1981,  and 
February,  1978,  determined  that  the  national  statistics  on  wage  disparity 
between  men  and  women  are  equally  true  of  the  city  workforce. 

Under  San  Francisco's  City  Charter,  wage  schedules  are  prepared  by  the 
Civil  Service  Commission  and  approved  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors.  The  chart 
Provisions  which  directly  govern  salary  settings  are  sections  8.401  et  seq. . 
The  Civil  Service  Commission  is  to  "adopt  a schedule  of  compensations,"  and 
under  this  schedule,  "like  compensation  shall  be  paid  for  like  service." 
Furthermore,  the  schedule  is  to  be  "in  accord  with  the  generally  prevailing 
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rates  of  wages  for  like  service  and  working  conditions  in  private  employmen  198 
or  in  other  comparable  governmental  organizations  in  this  state  . . . , " con 

(section  8.401).  In  addition  , section  8.407  specifies  how  the  Commission  gal 
is  to  determine  "generally  prevailing  rates  . . . for  like  service  and  work  for 

conditions",  and  states  that  the  Commission  is  to  conduct  a survey  of  wages  nhi 
for  "like  work  and  like  service"  and  establish  data  for  benchmark  classes  pay 
of  jobs,  within  the  Bay  Area  and  in  other  public  employment. 

Although  some  concern  has  been  expressed  that  these  provisions  would  jis 
somehow  prevent  San  Francisco  from  adopting  and  implementing  a comparable  [is 
worth  policy  to  establish  a wage  structure  which  reflects  the  intrinsic  l,S 
worth  of  jobs,  we  believe  that  these  provisions  are,  to  the  contrary,  fully  [n 
consistent  with  the  concept  of  comparable  worth.  Indeed,  when  these  provis  ou 
are  read  in  conjunction  with  other  charter  provisions  forbidding  employment  ^ 
discrimination  on  the  basis  of  sex,  the  charter  forbids  the  City  to  adopt  iar 
any  salary  schedule  which  has  a discriminatory  effect  upon  women.  In  sum, 

San  Francisco's  City  Charter  requires  that  a salary  structure  be  establishei  52 
which  compensates  workers  based  upon  the  value  of  their  service,  and  not  M 
upon  irrelevant  factors  which  traditionally  disfavor  women.  I9E 

First  of  all,  while  the  provisions  are  detailed  in  terms  of  areas  and  52 

employers  which  are  to  be  surveyed  by  the  Commission,  the  Commission  is  giv<%£ 

complete  discretion  both  as  to  selecting  benchmark  classes  and  as  to  j 

determining  "like  service."  The  first  area  of  discretion  means  that  the  ,0I1 

Commission  may  select  job  classes  so  as  to  minimize  the  traditional  wage  e: 
disparity  between  men  and  women.  Once  jobs  traditionally  occupied  by  women  { 
are  classified  together  with  male-dominated  jobs  which  perform  similar  ti 

service  but  receive  a higher  wage,  greater  pay  equity  will  result.  And 
secondly,  since  the  Commission  is  directed  to  look  at  "like  service"  insteac 
of  "equal  work",  job  evaluations  which  measure  the  intrinsic  difficulty  i! 

of  a job  in  terms  of  skill,  effort,  responsibility  and  working  condition  q 

can  be  used  in  order  to  select  the  jobs  of  "like  service"  which  are  surveyec.  mi 
to  provide  a basis  for  the  generally  prevailing  rates.  y 

bi 

This  interpretation  of  sections  8.4  01  et  seq . as  permitting  rather  than  jj 
preventing  a wage  system  which  promotes  pay  equity  is  further  supported  by 
reference  to  other  City  Charter  provisions  which  expressly  require  non-  r 

discrimination  in  employment.  Section  8.310(a)  declares  that  " [n]o  person 
shall  in  any  way  be  favored  or  discriminated  against  in  employment  or 
opportunity  for  employment  because  of  . . . sex",  and  section  3.661(c) 
provides  the  Commission  with  the  power  to  resolve  discriminatory  practices. 
Read  together,  these  sections  clearly  authorize  the  Commission/  in  setting 
salaries,  to  take  any  steps  necessary  to  eliminate  wage  differentials  on 
the  basis  of  sex. 

The  construction  of  the  City  Charter  to  authorize  salary  schedules  which  | 
eliminate  sex  discrimination  in  compensation  is  both  consistent  with  and 
required  by  state  and  federal  laws  forbidding  employment  discrimination. 
California's  Fair  Employment  and  Housing  Act,  Government  Code  sections 
12900  et  seq. , has  been  interpreted  to  cover  discrimination  "when  a worker 
is  denied  classification,  compensation  or  promotion  commensurate  with  the 
duties  performed  , on  the  basis  of  gender"  (DFEH  v.  City  of  Napa,  Housing 
Authority  (Sepia)No.  81-12  [CEB  24,  1980-81  FEHC  Precedential  DecisionsJ ) . 

The  Fair  Employment  and  Housing  Commission  has  further  ruled  / "The 
question  is  whether  sex  (or  some  other  prohibited  basis)  played  a role  in 
the  compensation  paid  to  the  complainant " (DFEH  v.  County  of  Madera  (Lawler) 
No.  83-22  [CEB  20,  1982-83  FEHC  Precedential  Decision) , appeal  pending). 
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In  addition,  Government  Code  section  53248,  added  by  Chapter  906,  Stats. 
1983,  forbids  local  agencies  from  continuing  policies  which  interfere  with 
considering  the  "comparability  of  the  value  of  the  work"  as  one  factor  in 
salary  negotiations.  While  this  section  has  specific  reference  to  collectiv 
bargaining  agreements,  it  is  broad  enough  to  invalidate  any  local  policy 
which  would  otherwise  prevent  a local  agency  from  implementing  a policy  of 
paying  equal  pay  for  comparable  work. 

Any  salary  setting  policy  which  results  in  lower  pay  for  female  employees 
also  appears  to  be  a violation  of  the  main  federal  law  forbidding  employment 
discrimination.  Title  VII  of  the  Civil  Rights  Act  of  1964.,  as  amended,  42 
U.S.C  §§2000e  et  seq. . While  the  Supreme  Court  has  not  addressed  this  issue, 
in  Goodrich  v.  I.B.E.W.  (D.C.Cir.  1983)  712  F.2d  1488,  1490  n.2,  the  federal 
Court  of  Appeals  did  state  that  "Title  VII  wage  discrimination  claims  are 
not  limited  to  situations  invloving  'equal  work'."  See,  also,  Plemer  v. 
j Parsons-Gilbane  (5th  Cir.  1983)  713  F.2d  1127,  1132  and  I.U.E.  v.  Westinghou 
[.Electric  Corp.  (3rd  Cir.  1980)  631  F.2d  1094,  1100,  cert7  denied  (198lT~^ 

452  U.S.  967.  Coverage  under  Title  VII  has  also  been  found  to  exist  in 
many  lower  court  decisions.  See  AFSCME  v.  State  of  Washington  (W.D.  Wash. 
1983)  578  F.  Supp.  846, 867;  E.E.OTc.  v.  Hay  Associates  (E.D.  Pa.  1982)  545 
F.  Supp.  1064,1085;  and  Francoeur  v.  Corroon  & Black  Co.  (S.D.N.Y.  1982) 

552  F.  Supp.  403,408.  While  earlier  cases  did  disagree,  these  are  mainly 
pre-Gunther , and  the  better  reasoning  appears  to  support  the  conclusion  that 
an  employer  may  not  use  a salary  structure  which  has  a disparate  impact  upor 
women.  Any  other  conclusion  would  mean  that  sex  discrimination  enjoys 
less  protection  against  adverse  impact  discrimination  than  other  bases 
of  discrimination.  See  Griggs  v.  Duke  Power  Co.  (1971)  401  U.S.  424,  and 
its  progeny. 

Since  both  federal  and  state  employment  discrimination  laws  forbid  the 
City  from  adopting  a wage  structure  with  an  adverse  impact  upon  female 
employees,  and  since  the  City  Charter  also  forbids  sex  discrimination  and 
authorizes  the  Commission  to  establish  a salary  schedule  with  like 
•.compensation  for  like  service,  we  believe  that  San  Francisco  can  and 
should  adopt  a policy  of  equal  pay  for  comparable  work.  This  policy 
is  necessary  to  eliminate  the  wage  disparity  which  now  exists  between  male 
and  female  employees,  and  we  urge  San  Francisco  to  take  the  initiative  in 
restructuring  its  wage  schedule  in  order  to  achieve  pay  equity. 


Sincerely, 


1 

Co-Chair,  Local  Government,  SF 
601  Van  Ness  Ave.,  #632 
San  Francisco,  Ca.  94102 


C4151  771-3457  (.home) 
557-3991  (work) 


NB:  THE  NEXT  MEETING  HAS  BEOS!  CHANGED  TO  TUESDAY,  JUNE  26TH,  AT  5;30  PM. 

Roam  249  City  Hall.  Virginia  Dean  will  speak. 


June  7,  1984  2 p.m. 

SEIU-CITY  JOINT  COMPARABLE  WORTH  CCMMITTEK  MINUTES 

Carmittee  Members 
Present:  Alice  Beasley,  Chair 

Harry  Britt 

Marilyn  Omielen/Nancy  Walker 
Velma  Gaines 
Lonnie  Weiss 

Absent : Luisa  Blue 

Also  present:  A1  Ambrose,  Civil  Service  Chief  of  Salary  Unit 

Juanita  Ovens,  Ccmnission  on  the  Status  of  Women 
Margaret  Kisliuk,  Mayor's  Office 
Dennis  Ruel,  Employee  Relations  Division 
Maura  Kealey,  SEIU  Local  390/400 


The  meeting  was  called  to  order  by  Chairperson  Alice  Beasley 
at  2:15  p.m.  The  Chair  reviewed  the  Carmittee ' s timetable:  fact- 

finding meetings  the  first  and  third  Tuesdays  at  2 p.m.  on  the 
implementation  of  comparable  worth  in  San  Francisco,  with  a September 
1984  goal  to  develop  reccnmendations . 

Al  Ambrose,  head  of  the  Civil  Service  Salary  Unit,  explained 
the  present  method  of  salary  setting  to  the  Carmittee  (see  hand  out; 

Charter  Sections  8.401-8.407  attached). 

Ambrose  explained  that  city  workers  salaries  are  determined 
by  four  charter  formulae  for  Miscellaneous  Employees  (about  15,000;  all  (exc 
FN)  SEIU  represented  classes  are  in  this  category) , Platform  Employees 
(about  2500;  represented  by  TVU  Local  250-A) , Police  and  Fire  (about 
3800),  and  Registered  Nurses  (about  1000;  SEIU  and  Teamsters  (head  nurses)  . 

These  sects,  survey  the  prevailing  rates  for  like  service  and 
working  conditions,  but  the  survey  base  end'' method  of  salary  setting  vary 
significantly  between  groups: 

8.407  Miscellaneous 


8.404  Platform 


8.405  Police  & Fire 


Cities,  counties,  and  other  govt,  agencies 
in  5 Bay  Area  counties  and  local  private 
sector  wage  data:  SF  workers  get  the  average 

Top  two  transit  districts  in  country 
surveyed;  Union  can  bargain  up  to  the 
average  for  wages  and  benefits. 

Average  of  top  salary  paid  to  police  or 
fire  in  San  Diego,  Long  Beach,  Los 
Angeles,  and  San  Jose:  adjustment  for 
SF  COLA  also  permitted. 

Top  KN  contract  in  5 Bay  Area  counties 
surveyed;  Union  can  bargain  up  to*<cverage- 


8.403 


Reg.  Nurses 
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APPENDIX 

COMPENSATION  DISCRIMINATION  UNDER 

EQUAL  EMPLOYMENT  OPPORTUNITY  LAWS 

Title  VII  of  the  Civil  Rights  Act  of  1964— / and  the 
Fair  Employment  and  Housing  Act — ' apply  to  the  City  of 
San  Francisco.  While  much  remains  unsettled  in  how  courts 
will  approach  issues  of  wage  discrimination,  courts 
have  found  violations  of  the  law  where  compensation 
discrimination  is  proved. 

Title  VII  prohibits  employment  discrimination  based 
on  race,  color,  religion,  sex  or  national  origin.  Whereas 
the  Equal  Pay  Act  of  1963— ^ addresses  only  wage  disparities 
between  male  and  female  employees  performing  "equal  work," 
Title  VII  is  a much  broader  remedial  statute.  In  County 
of  Washington  v.  Gunther,  452  U.S.  161  (1981)  the  United 
States  Supreme  Court  held  that  Title  VII  reaches  sex-based 


_1/ 

42  U.S.C.  §2000e  et  seq. 

— ^ California  Government  Code  §12900  et  seq. 


3/ 


29  U.S.C.  §206 (d) . 
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wage  discrimination  even  where  disparities  in  compensation  do 
not  involve  "equal"  jobs. 

The  Fair  Employment  and  Housing  Act  has  been  interpreted 
to  cover  discrimination  "when  a worker  is  denied  classification, 

compensation  or  promotion  commensurate  with  the  duties  performed, 

4 / 

on  the  basis  of  gender." — The  Fair  Employment  and  Housing 

Commission  has  further  ruled,  "the  question  is  whether  sex 
(or  some  other  prohibited  basis)  played  a role  in  the  compensation 
paid  to  the  complainant . 

Both  these  laws  may  be  used  in  courts  to  attack  systems 
which  are  claimed  to  discriminate  on  the  basis  of  sex  or 
race  in  compensation. 

A.  Title  VII  Law  In  General 


Title  VII  makes  it  unlawful 

to  discriminate  against  any  individual 
with  respect  to  his  compensation,  terms, 
conditions,  or  privileges  of  employment, 
because  of  such  individual's.  . .sex.  . . ; 

or  to  limit,  segregate,  or  classify  . . . 
employees  or  applicants  for  employment  in 
any  way  which  would  deprive  or  tend  to 
deprive  any  individual  of  employment 
opportunities  or  otherwise  adversely  affect 
his  status  as  an  employee,  because  of  such 
individual's  . . . sex  .... 

There  are  two  major  methods  to  prove  a Title  VII  violation: 

disparate  treatment  and  adverse  impact. 

Under  the  disparate  treatment  analysis,  a plaintiff  must 


— DFEH  v.  City  of  Napa,  Housing  Authority  (Sepia)  No.  81-12 
[CEB  24,  1980-81  FEHC  Precedential  Decisions]. 

— f DFEH  v.  County  of  Madera  (Lawler)  No.  83-22  [CEB  20,  1982- 
83  FEHC  Precedential  Decision]  appeal  pending. 
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show  that  an  employer  "treats  some  people  less  favorably  than 
others  because  of  their  race,  color,  religion,  sex  or  national 
origin.  — ^ Furthermore,  a plaintiff  must  prove,  either  by 
direct  evidence  or  inferred  by  indirect,  circumstantial 
evidence,  that  the  discrimination  was  intentional.—/ 

Under  a disparate  impact  analysis,  the  plaintiff  merely 
shows  that  an  employment  policy  or  practice,  which  is  neutral 

on  its  face,  has  a disproportionate  impact  on  one  of  the 

8 / 

groups  protected  by  Title  VII. — It  is  not  necessary  to 

prove  any  intent  to  discriminate  under  this  theory.  An 

employer  can  only  defeat  the  plaintiff  by  showing  that  the 

policy  is  a business  necessity. 

B.  Gunther  - Title  VII  Beyond  the  "Equal 
Work"  Standard 

The  landmark  Supreme  Court  case,  County  of  Washington  v. 

Gunther , supra , opened  the  door  to  Title  VII  claims  of 

sex-based  wage  discrimination  even  where  there  were  no  "equal" 

jobs  to  compare.  Rather,  the  Court  explained,  in  enacting 

Title  VII,  "Congress  intended  to  strike  at  the  entire  spectrum 

of  disparate  treatment  of  men  and  women  resulting  from  sex 

stereotypes."  Gunther , 452  U.S.  at  180. 

In  Gunther , the  County's  job  evaluation  survey  valued 

female  prison  guards'  jobs  at  95%  of  male  prison  guards'  jobs. 

Despite  this  assessment,  the  County  continued  to  pay  the  women 

— / International  Brotherhood  of  Teamsters  v.  United  States, 

431  U.S.  324. 

— / McDonnell  Douglas  Corporation  v.  Green,  411  U.S.  792  (1973). 


8/ 


Griggs  v.  Duke  Power  Co. , 401  U.S.  424  (1971). 
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70%  of  what  it  paid  the  men.  The  Court  held  that  plaintiffs 
may  prove  a Title  VII  violation  of  sex-based  wage  discrimination 
by  showing  that  women,  but  not  men,  are  paid  at  a lower  level 
than  their  jobs  warrant. 

The  major  concern  of  the  Court  in  Gunther  was  to  ensure  that 

Title  VII  is  interpreted  broadly  to  avoid  depriving  victims  of 

discrimination  of  a remedy.  By  way  of  example,  the  Court 

pointed  out  the  danger  of  a narrow  interpretation  of  Title  VII: 

a woman  who  is  discriminatorily  underpaid 
could  obtain  no  relief--no  matter  how 
egregious  the  discrimination  might  be — 
unless  her  employer  also  employed  a man 
in  an  equal  job  in  the  same  establishment, 
at  a higher  rate  of  pay.  Thus,  if  an 
employer  hired  a woman  for  a unique  position 
in  the  company  and  then  admitted  that  her 
salary  would  have  been  higher  had  she  been 
male,  the  woman  would  be  unable  to  obtain 
legal  redress  under  [an  "equal  work" 
standard  only].  Similarly,  if  an  employer 
used  a transparently  sex-biased  system  for 
wage  determination,  women  holding  jobs 
not  equal  to  those  held  by  men  would  be 
denied  the  right  to  prove  that  the  system 
is  a pretext  for  discrimination. 

Gunther,  452  U.S.  at  178-9. 

Thus,  a number  of  courts  have  upheld  the  right  of  women 
to  sue  under  a sex-based  wage  discrimination  claim  in  a variety 
of  situations  in  which  they  can  prove  either  disparate  treatment 
or  adverse  impact.  In  a leading  case,  Association  of  Federal, 
State,  County,  and  Municipal  Employees  v.  State  of  Washington, 


578  F.Supp.  846  (W.D.  Wash.  1983),  (appeal  docketed  84-3569  and 
84-3590)  the  court  found  that  the  plaintiffs  had  proven  their 
claims  under  both  theories.  AFSCME  was  a class  action  brought 
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by  state  employees  in  job  classification  of  70%  or  more  women. 
The  court  found  that  the  State  had  knowledge  of  discrimination 
based  on  the  State's  own  analysis  of  the  jobs  and  on  a variety 
of  other  factors  discussed  below.  Because  the  plaintiffs 
proved  that  the  State  had  engaged  in  intentional  discrimination, 
the  court  found  a Title  VII  violation  entitling  the  plaintiffs 
to  a declaratory  judgment,  injunctive  relief  and  back  pay. 

Several  other  cases  have  also  held  that  Title  VII  is 

violated  where  women  are  discriminatorily  compensated  at  lower 

9 / 

rates  than  men  holding  similar  jobs. — 

C.  Factors  Courts  Have  Used  To  Determine 
Title  VII  Violations 

As  mentioned  above,  a court  may  infer  an  employer's 
intent  to  discriminate  from  indirect,  circumstantial  evidence. 
Circumstantial  evidence  that  courts  found  probative  of 
intentional  discrimination  include  the  following: 

* the  historical  context  out  of  which 
the  challenged  practices  arise  (e . g . , 
a sex-segregated  labor  force) 

* subjective  employment  practices  utilized 
by  the  defendant  resulting  in  a pattern 
disfavoring  females,  and  the  foreseeable 
adverse  impact  of  those  practices 

* the  increase  in  pay  to  the  Plaintiffs 
since  filing  of  the  suit 

* discriminatory  treatment  in  other  areas 
of  employment 


For  example,  Bartelt  v.  Berlitz  School  of  Languages  of 

America/  698  F.2d  1003  (9th  Cir.),  cert,  denied,  U.S.  , 

104  S.Ct.  277  (1983)  (two  female  directors  of  schools  paid 
less  than  predecessors  and  male  directors  at  other  schools) ; 
Lanegan-Grimm  v.  Library  Association  of  Portland,  560  F.Supp.486 
(D . Ore . 1983)  (female  "bookmobile  driver /clerk"  paid  less  than 
male  "delivery  truck  driver");  Goodrich  v.  International 
Brotherhood  of  Electrical  Workers,  712  F.2d  1488  (D.C.  Cir. 

1983)  (female  at  union  headquarters  paid  less  than  males 
who  held  similar  jobs) . 
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* recognition  of  disparate  treatment  by 
the  employer 

* failure  to  pay  women  the  evaluated  worth 
of  their  jobs,  where  men  are  paid  their 
full  worth,  or  failure  to  undertake  an 
evaluation  of  job  worth 

In  a number  of  cases,  courts  have  inferred  intent  to 
discriminate  from  the  historical  context  in  which  the  alleged 
discrimination  occurs.  That  is,  where  past  discriminatory 
practices  have  not  been  changed  or  remedied , the  court  may 
find  intentional  discrimination  continues.  For  example,  some 
courts  found  the  requisite  intent  where  the  employer,  until 
recently,  used  sex-segregated  classified  ads,— ^ had  separate 
wage  scales  for  male  and  female  jobs.— ^ or  allowed  its 
departments  to  specify  the  sex  of  new  employees  on  personnel 
requisition  forms.— ^ In  addition,  employers  who  maintained  a 
sex-segregated  labor  force  by  a variety  of  methods  were 
liable  for  intentional  discrimination.—^ 

Courts  also  found  intent  to  discriminate  by  employers 

who  had  subjective  personnel  policies  that  resulted  in  less 

14/ 

favorable  treatment  of  females. — Such  subjective  policies 


10/ 

11/ 

12/ 

13/ 

14/ 


AFSCME , supra 

IUE  v.  Westinqhouse  Elec.  Co.,  631  F.2d  1094  (3d  Cir.  1980) . 

Blowers  v.  Lawyers  Coop.  Publishing  Co. , 25  FEP  Cases 
1425  (W.D.N.Y.  1981). 

Taylor  v.  Charley  Bros.  Co.,  25  FEP  Cases  602  (W.D.  Pa. 

1981) ;  Gerlach  v.  Michigan  Bell  Tel.  Co.,  501  F.Supp. 

1300  (E.D.Mich.  1980);  Lanegan-Gr imm , supra . 

Grove  v.  Frostburg  National  Bank,  549  F.Supp.  922  (D.Md. 

1982) ;  AFSCME,  supra;  Boykin  v.  Georgia-Pacific  Corp. , 

706  F . 2d  1384  (5th  Cir. 1983),  cert,  denied,  104  , 

104  S.Ct.  999  (1984)  . 
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include  channelling  or  tracking  of  males  and  females  into 
"appropriate"  slots,— ^ or  allowing  discretion  in  waiving  certain 
job  requirements  for  men  only.— ^ 

In  both  Gunther  and  AFCSME  the  courts  focused  on  the 
employers'  failures  to  pay  women  the  evaluated  worth  of  their 
jobs  based  on  a point  system.  Similarly,  in  Heagney  v.  University 
of  Washington,  642  F.2d  1157  (9th  Cir.  1981),  the  court  found 
that  the  results  of  a job  evaluation  study  could  be  used  to 
infer  discrimination. 

Even  where  no  outside  job  evaluation  is  done,  an  employer 
may  be  liable  for  intentional  discrimination  where  employees 
of  clearly  comparable  levels  are  paid  differently.  In  Stathos 
v.  Bowden,  728  F.2d  15  (1st  Cir.  1984),  the  manager  of  Peabody 
Municipal  Lighting  Commission  drew  up  a chart  designating  four 
major  divisions  of  the  plant.  The  plaintiffs  were  the  head  of 
the  Office  division  and  the  woman  who  reported  to  the  head. 

The  plaintiffs  each  received  about  $12,000  a year  less  than  their 
male  counterparts  in  the  other  three  divisions.  The  court  held 
that  "evidence  of  discrimination  consisted  of  showing  how 
defendants  treated  men  elsewhere  in  the  company"— ^ and  not 
in  comparison  to  what  salaries  were  given  at  other  plants. 


Blowers  v.  Lawyers  Coop.  Pub.  Co. , supra y Carpenter  v. 
Stephen  F.  Austin  State  University  Board,  706  F.2d  608 
(5th  Cir.  1983)  Craik  v.  Minnesota  State  University  Board, 
731  F . 2d  465  (8th  Cir.  1984). 

Mecklenburg  v.  Montana  State  Board  of  Regents,  13  FEP 
Cases  462  (D.  Mont.  1976) . 

Stathos,  728  F.2d  at  19. 


Moreover,  failure  to  undertake  a job  evaluation  itself 
has  been  viewed  as  evidence  of  an  intent  to  discriminate 

In  AFCSME , the  court  also  found  intentional  discrimination 
where  state  officials  openly  acknowledged  the  problem  of  bias 

in  state  salary  schedules,  but  then  failed  to  remedy  the 
19  / 

problem. — 

Finally,  courts  have  held  that  gross  statistical 

disparities  may  constitute  prima  facie  proof  of  intentional 
20/ 

discrimination. — For  example,  in  Wilkins  v.  University  of 
Houston , 654  F.2d  388  (5th  Cir.  1981),  the  court  found  that 
plaintiffs  in  the  academic  division  established  a prima  facie 
case  of  discrimination  in  compensation  because  a significant, 
disproportionate  number  of  women  were  paid  less  than  the  minimum 
established  by  a new  pay  plan.  Moreover,  all  four  employees 
who  were  paid  more  than  the  maximum  for  their  job  level 
under  the  new  plan  were  men;  whereas,  five  of  the  eighteen 
women  who  were  underpaid  and  two  other  women  had  their  jobs 
re-classified  into  lower  levels,  but  no  men  were  re-classified. 


Obviously,  in  all  of  these  cases,  the  court's  determination 
as  to  whether  there  is  a violation  of  Title  VII  turns  on  the 


facts  of  the  specific  case.  For  example,  one  recent  case  that 


has  garnered  a lot  of  publicity  is  Spaulding  v.  University  of 
Taylor  v.  Charley  Bros.  Co.,  supra . 


18/ 


19/ 


20/ 


Cf . Spaulding 
217  (9th  Cir. 


v.  University  of  Washington,  35  FEP  Cases 


1984)  (intent  to  discriminate  not  found 
where  the  employer  cooperated  with  the  plaintiffs  in 
good  faith  and  set  up  an  equal  opportunity  office  for 
women) . 

Teamsters , supra ; Hazelwood  School  District  v.  United  States , 
433  U.S.  299  (1977);  Craik , supra ; Carpenter , supra ; 
Mecklenburg , supra ; IUE  v.  Westinghouse  Elect.  Co . , supra ; 


Fitzgerald  v.  Sirloin  Stockade,  Inc.,  624  F.2d  945  (10th  Cir. 
1980).  Mel ani  v.  Bd.  of  Higher  Ed.,  561  F.Supp.  769  (S.D. 
W.Y.1983) . 
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Washington , supra.  In  Spaulding , the  court  agreed  that  wage 

differences  between  comparable  jobs  may  be  relevant  to  whether 

21  / 

the  court  can  infer  discriminatory  animus. — However,  under 

the  facts  of  this  case,  the  court  held  that  the  plaintiffs 
did  not  make  a sufficient  showing  of  discrimination,  and  thus 
there  was  no  Title  VII  violation. 

III.  CONCLUSION 

The  broad  range  of  sex-based  wage  discrimination  claims 
under  Title  VII  is  an  emerging  area  of  the  law.  It  is  not 
entirely  clear  how  courts,  including  the  United  States  and 
California  Supreme  Courts  will  deal  with  the  various  forms 
and  specific  circumstances  of  individual  cases.  However, 
many  courts  so  far  have  been  willing  to  find  a violation  of  the 
law  where  the  plaintiffs  make  a showing  of  discrimination 
based  on  a wide  variety  of  factors. 


21/ 


Spaulding , 35  FEP  Cases  at  226. 
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§ 19827.2-  Salaries  for  female-dominated  jobs;  setting  on  basis  of  comparability  of  value  of  work; 
conflict  with  provisions  of  memorandum  of  understanding 

(a)  The  Legislature,  having  recognized  December  1980  statistics  from  the  U.S.  Department  of 
Labor,  finds:  that  60  percent  of  all  women  18  to  64  are  in  the  workforce,  that  two-thirds  of  all  those 
women  are  either  the  head  of  household  or  had  husbands  whose  earnings  were  less  than  ten  thousand 
dollars  ($10,000),  and  that  most  women  are  in  the  workforce  because  of  economic  needs;  that  the 
average  working  woman  has  earned  less  than  the  average  working  man,  not  only  because  of  the  lack 
of  educational  and  employment  opportunities  in  the  past,  but  because  of  segregation  into  historically 
undervalued  occupations  where  wages  have  been  depressed;  and  that  a failure  to  reassess  the  basis  on 
which  salaries  in  state  service  are  established  will  perpetuate  these  pay  inequities,  which  have  a 
particularly  discriminator}’  impact  on  minority  and  older  women;  and,  therefore,  it  is  the  intent  of  the 
Legislature  in  enacting  this  statute  to  establish  a state  policy  of  setting  salaries  for  female-dominated 
jobs  on  the  basis  of  comparability  of  the  value  of  the  work. 

(b)  The  department  shall  review  and  analyze  existing  information,  including  those  studies  from 
other  jurisdictions  relevant  to  the  setting  of  salaries,  for  female-dominated  jobs.  This  information 
shall  be  provided  on  an  annual  basis  to  the  appropriate  policy  committee  of  the  Legislature  and  to  the 
parties  meeting  and  conferring  pursuant  to  Section  3517. 

(c)  For  the  purpose  of  implementing  this  section,  the  following  definitions  apply: 

(1)  “Salary”  means,  except  as  otherwise  provided  in  Section  18539.5,  the  amount  of  money  or  credit 
received  as  compensation  for  service  rendered,  exclusive  of  mileage,  traveling  allowances,  and  other 
sums  received  for  actual  and  necessary  expenses  incurred  in  the  performance  of  the  state’s  business, 
but  including  the  reasonable  value  of  board,  rent,  housing,  lodging,  or  similar  advantages  received 
from  the  state. 

(2)  “Comparability  of  the  value  of  the  work”  means  the  value  of  the  work  performed  by  an 
employee,  or  group  of  employees  within  a class  or  salary  range,  in  relation  to  the  value  of  the  work  of 
another  employee,  or  group  of  employees,  to  any  class  or  salary  range  within  state  service. 

(3)  “Skill”  means  the  skill  required  in  the  performance  of  the  work,  including  any  type  of 
intellectual  or  physical  skill  acquired  by  the  employee  through  experience,  training,  education,  or 
natural  ability. 

(4)  "Effort"  means  the  effort  required  in  the  performance  of  the  work,  including  any  intellectual  or 
physical  effort. 

(5)  “Responsibility”  means  the  responsibility  required  in  the  performance  of  the  work,  including  the 
extent  to  which  the  employer  relies  on  the  employee  to  perform  the  work,  the  importance  of  the 
duties,  and  the  accountability  of  the  emnlovee  for  the  work  of  others  and  for  rpsnunvys 
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(6)  "Working  conditions"  means  the  conditions  under  which  the  work  of  an  employee  is  performed, 
including  physical  or  psychological  factors. 

(d)  If  the  provisions  of  this  section  are  in  conflict  with  the  provisions  of  a memorandum  of 
understanding  reached  pursuant  to  Section  3517.5,  the  memorandum  of  understanding  shall  be 
controlling  without  further  legislative  action,  except  that  if  the  provisions  of  a memorandum  of 
understanding  require  the  expenditure  of  funds,  the  provisions  shall  not  become  effective  unless 
provided  by  the  Legislature  in  the  annual  Budget  Act. 

(Added  by  Stats.1981,  c.  722,  p.  2826,  § 2) 


Law  Review  Commentaries 

Comparable  salaries  for  comparable  worth.  (1982)  13 
Pacific  LJ.  759. 


Library  References 
Labor  Relations  ^>  1333. 

CJ.S  Labor  Relations  § 1184. 


Assembly  Bill  No.  1580 


CHAPTER  906 

An  act  to  add  Article  2.8  (commencing  with  Section  53247)  to 
Chapter  2 of  Part  1 of  Division  2 of  Title  5 of  the  Government  Code, 
relating  to  local  government. 

(Approved  by  Governor  September  19.  1983.  Fried  with 
Secretary  of  State  September  19,  1983  ] 

LEGISLATIVE  COUNSELS  DIGEST 

AB  1580,  Klehs.  Local  government:  salaries. 

( 1 ) Existing  law  does  not  prohibit  a local  agency  from  adopting  an 
ordinance  or  policy  which  prohibits  setting  salaries  for  its  employees 
on  the  basis  of  comparability  of  the  value  of  the  work,  as  defined. 

This  bill  would  prohibit  a local  agency  from  adopting,  or 
continuing  in  effect,  an  ordinance  or  policy  which  prohibits 
consideration  of  comparability  of  the  value  of  the  work  as  a factor  in 
salary  negotiations.  It  would  impose  a state-mandated  program  by 
prohibiting  a local  agency  which  has  such  an  ordinance  or  policy 
from  continuing  it  in  effect. 

(2)  Article  XIII  B of  the  California  Constitution  and  Sections  2231 
and  2234  of  the  Revenue  and  Taxation  Code  require  the  state  to 
reimburse  local  agencies  and  school  districts  for  certain  costs 
mandated  by  the  state.  Other  provisions  require  the  Department  of 
Finance  to  review  statutes  disclaiming  these  costs  and  provide,  in 
certain  cases,  for  making  claims  to  the  State  Board  of  Control  for 
reimbursement. 

However,  this  bill  would  provide  that  no  appropriation  is  made 
and  no  reimbursement  is  required  by  this  act  for  a specified  reason. 

The  people  of  the  State  of  California  do  enact  as  follows: 

SECTION  1.  Article  2.8  (commencing  with  Section  53247)  is 
added  to  Chapter  2 of  Part  1 of  Division  2 of  Title  5 of  the 
Government  Code,  to  read: 

Article  2.8.  Comparable  Pay 

53247.  As  used  in  this  article,  “local  agency”  means  any  county, 
city,  city  and  county,  including  any  charter  county,  city,  or  city  and 
county,  and  any  district,  school  district,  municipal  or  public 
corporation,  political  subdivision,  or  public  agency  of  the  state,  or  any 
instrumentality  of  one  or  more  of  any  such  agencies. 

53248.  (a)  No  local  agency  shall  adopt  or  continue  in  effect  an 

ordinance  or  policy  which  prohibits  consideration  of  comparability 
of  the  yalue  of  the  work  as  one  of  the  factors  which  may  be  used 
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during  the  collective-bargaining  process  to  negotiate  salaries. 
Existing  memoranda  of  understanding,  presently  in  effect,  would 
continue  to  control  until  they  expire.  Thereafter,  there  shall  be 
negotiations  in  accordance  with  this  article. 

(b)  For  purposes  of  this  section,  the  following  definitions  apply: 

(1)  "Comparability  of  the  value  of  the  work”  means  the  value  of 
the  work  performed  by  an  employee,  or  group  of  employees  within 
a class  or  salary  range,  in  relation  to  the  value  of  the  work  of another 
employee,  or  group  of  employees,  to  any  class  or  salary  range 
maintained  by  a local  agency,  and  shall  be  measured  by  the 
composite  of  the  skill,  effort,  responsibility,  and  working  conditions 
normally  required  in  the  performance  of  the  work  with  other  classes 
of  employees. 

(2)  "Skill”  means  the  skill  required  in  the  performance  of  the 
work,  including  any  type  of  intellectual  or  physical  skill  acquired  by 
the  employee  through  experience,  training,  education,  or  natural 
ability. 

(3)  “Effort"  means  the  effort  required  in  the  performance  of  the 
work,  including  any  intellectual  or  physical  effort. 

(4)  “Responsibility”  means  the  responsibility  required  in  the 
performance  of  the  wx-rk,  including  the  extent  to  which  the 
employer  relies  on  the  employee  to  perform  the  work,  the 
importance  of  the  duties,  and  the  accountability  of  the  employee  for 
the  work  of  others  and  for  resources. 

(5)  "Working  conditions”  means  the  conditions  under  which  the 
woik  of  an  employee  is  performed,  including  physical  or 
psychological  factors. 

SEC.  2.  No  appropriation  is  made  and  no  reimbursement  is 
required  by  this  act  pursuant  to  Section  6 of  Article  XIII  B of  the 
California  Constitution  or  Section  2231  or  2234  of  the  Revenue  and 
Taxation  Code  because  the  Legislature  finds  and  declares  that  there 
are  savings  as  well  as  costs  in  this  act  which,  in  the  aggregate,  do  not 
result  in  additional  net  costs. 


o 
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MEMORANDUM 


Members  of  Mayor's  Task  Force  on  Comparable  Worth 
FROM : Margaret  K i s 1 i uk 

SUBJECT : Next  Meeting 


The  next  regular  meeting  of  the  Mayor's  Task  Force 
will  be  scheduled  when  we  receive  the  City  Attorney 
opinion. 

Attached  is  a set  of  graphs  prepared  by  the  Control- 
ler's Office  that  outline  wage  discrepancies.  Also,  I 
recently  distributed  a copy  of  a letter  from  Dru 
Ramey;  please  note  that  this  was  not  the  general 
report  that  Dru  is  preparing. 


Supervisor  Nancy  Walker 


!T  vf/y.'le/  pp)?u\urof7~ jj/j/xrl- 


City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 


Office  of  Controller 


September  7,  1984 


Honorable  Dianne  Feinstein,  Mayor 

200  City  Hall 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 


Re:  Comparable  Worth  Estimates 


Dear  Mayor  Feinstein: 

We  have  reviewed  the  data  from  Civil  Service  showing  gender  and  race 
composition  of  the  City  and  County  workforce  as  of  June  30,  1983  in  an  attempt 
to  determine  approximate  costs  of  comparable  worth,  should  that  policy  be 
adopted  by  the  City. 

There  are,  including  Police,  Fire,  Muni,  Registered  Nurses  and  Miscellaneous 
classifications,  59  benchmark  classes  upon  which  salaries  and  wages  for  the 
City's  24,846  employees  are  based.  Of  these,  8 classes  containing  7,016 
employees,  were  found  to  be  composed  of  more  than  70%  women  workers.  These 
benchmark  classes  with  1983-4  average  salary  and  approximate  number  of 
employees  at  June  30,  1984  are: 


Classification 

Salary 

Employ! 

Registered  Nurse 

29,904 

1,169 

Physical  Therapist 

26,209 

51 

Dietician 

23,650 

22 

Librarian 

20,956 

327 

Police  Communications  Dispatcher 

19,532 

226 

Food  Service  Worker 

17,961 

1,106 

Clerk  Stenographer 

17,944 

3,905 

Data  Entry  Operator 

17,741 

210 

Additionally,  3 classes  with  1,314  employees  have  between  60  and  70%  females. 
These  are: 

Clinical  Psychologist  $32,181  235 

Licensed  Vocational  Nurse  (LVN)  20,919  1,137 

Curator  17,979  54 

The  8 classes  with  70%  or  more  women  were  compared  to  like  classifications  in 
other  jurisdictions  which  have  adopted  comparable  worth,  where  such  data  was 
available.  In  making  our  comparisons,  we  made  the  assumption  that 
classifications  used  in  other  jurisdictions  were  comparable  in  scope  of  duties 
and  responsibility  to  like-titled  classes  in  San  Francisco.  The  validity  of 
this  assumption  is  currently  being  verified  by  the  Civil  Service  Commission. 

The  jurisdictions  used  in  our  comparison,  Washington  State  and  the  California 
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cities  of  San  Jose,  Berkeley  and  Sacramento,  do  not  contain  all  of  the  job 
classifications  listed  as  female-dominated  making  any  cost  conclusions  subject 
to  considerable  possibility  of  error.  Additionally,  the  relationships  shown 
in  each  of  the  4 jurisdictions  do  not  appear  to  be  consistent  between  the 
various  classes  compared.  For  example,  Washington  State  compares  clerical 
classes  as  equivalent  to  General  Laborers.  This  would  Indicate  that  in  San 
Francisco  clerical  classes  are  underpaid  by  approximately  28%.  Parity  would 
therefore  require  increases  to  clerical  employees  amounting  to  approximately 
$16.0  million.  San  Jose,  on  the  other  hand,  equates  clerical  employees  with 
Truck  Driver,  Computer  Operator  and  Offset  Machine  Operator  which  would 
indicate  a 19%  wage  adjustment  and  a cost  of  approximately  $11  million. 
However,  Truck  Driver,  which  equates  with  Clerk  Steno  in  San  Jose,  is  only  87% 
of  the  value  assigned  to  a Clerk  Steno  in  Washington.  Were  this  relationship 
utilized,  parity  for  clerical  classes  would  cost  approximately  $23.5  million. 
However,  relationships  based  on  the  City  of  Sacramento  data  would  increase  the 
cost  for  only  the  clerical  benchmarks  to  approximately  $27.5  million. 

In  summary,  the  data  from  the  4 available  jurisdictions  indicates  a potential 
cost,  for  full  implementation  of  comparable  worth  utilizing  comparisons  from 
other  localities  and  a 70%  female  work  force  composition  threshold,  in  the 
range  of  $25  to  55  million.  Addition  of  the  classes  with  60+%  female 
membership  would  increase  this  amount  at  least  $8  to  10  million.  However, 
because  of  the  strong  possibility  of  inaccurate  or  improper  comparisons,  the 
apparent  contradictory  relationships  contained  within  the  available  data  and 
lack  of  relevant  data  for  several  large  classes,  I am  unable  to  offer  this 
estimate  with  a reasonable  degree  of  confidence.  Following  validation  of  the 
comparability  of  the  outside  data  against  City  classifications  by  Civil 
Service  and  receipt  of  additional  data  for  classes  not  found  in  the  other 
jurisdictions,  I should  be  able  to  refine  the  cost  estimate  for  you. 

Attached  are  copies  of  worksheets  showing  computations  used  to  arrive  at  our 
estimates.  It  would  be  helpful  if  these  could  be  reviewed  by  the  Comparable 
Worth  Committee  as  well  as  by  Civil  Service  and  others  to  insure  that  the 
comparisons  and  methodology  are  in  accord  with  your  request  and  the  needs  of 
the  Committee. 

Also  attached  is  a schedule  showing,  for  those  classes  containing  70%  or  more 
male  or  female  employees,  the  average  percentage  salary  increase  granted  over 
the  past  8 years.  Those  classes  with  a predominately  female  work  force  have 
received  increases  considerably  above  the  average  for  the  male  classes  with 
which  they  have  been  compared  for  purposes  of  the  comparable  worth  estimates. 
This  trend,  if  it  continues  through  1984-85  and  beyond,  could  reduce  the  cost 
of  implementation  by  continuing  to  reduce  the  variance  between  the  so-called 
comparable  classes. 
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Following  receipt  of  the  additional  data  needed  to  complete  the  estimates,  I 
will  forward  an  updated  estimate  of  the  cost  of  this  program  for  your 
consideration. 


cc  Civil  Service 
City  Attorney 
Clerk  of  the  Board 
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AVERAGE  SALARY  GROWTH  1977-8  to  1984-5 
CLASSES  70%  MALE  OR  70%  FEMALE  ONLY 
(Excluding  Police,  Fire,  Muni  Operators) 


Average  % MALE  CLASSES  FEMALE  CLASSES 

Increase 


4.4  Painter,  Truck  Driver 

4.6 

4.8 

5.0 
5.2 

5.4 

5.6 

5.8  Offset  Machine  Operator 

5.9  Auto  Mechanic,  Carpenter 

6.1  Custodian 

6.4  Laborer 

6.5  Storekeeper,  Stationary  Engineer 

6.8 

6.9  Property  Appraiser,  Purchaser  Police  Communication  Dispatcher 

7.2 

7.4  Electrician,  Plumber,  Computer 

Operator,  Pharmacist 

7 . 5 ************  AVERAGE  ALL  MISCELLANEOUS  EMPLOYEES  - 7.5%  ************ 


7.6  Management  Asst,  Engineer 

7.8  Physician,  Airport  Supv. 

8.0  Juvenile  Court  Counselor 

8.2  Institutional  Police 

8.4 

8.6  Meter  Reader 

8.8  Typewriter  Repairer,  Deputy 

9.0 

9.2  D. A. Investigator 

9.5  Programmer  Analyst 

9.6 

9.8 

10.0 


Food  Service  Worker 
Clerk-Steno,  Registered  Nurse 
Data  Entry  Operator 

Dietician,  Librarian 

Sheriff 

Physical  Therapist 


SALARY  STANDARDIZATION  - RECAP  FOR  COMPARABLE  NORTH  PROJECTIONS 


198A  SALARY  DATA 
1983  EEO  DATA 

BENCHMARK  CLASSIFICATION  TOTAL  EMPLOYEES POINT  SCORES  - OTHER  JURISDICTIONS 

PER  CSC  PER  P/R  AVE  B.H.  ANNUAL  7.  STATE  OF  BERKELEY  MALE  OR 

NUMBER  TITLE  6/30/33  I 6/30/84  RATE  SALARY  FEMALE  WA5HNGTCN  SAN  JOSE  SACRMENTO  FEMALE? 


BA-85  H/FRIHSES 


m 

MULTIPLE  BENCHMARKS 

87 

101 

2377 

78234 

1233 

AFFIRMATIVE  ACTION  SP 

58 

45 

1104 

3681* 

1242 

PERSONNEL  ANALYST 

173 

169 

1169 

33930 

1314 

PUBLIC  RELATIONS  OFF. 

11 

27 

836 

28091 

1444 

CLERICAL  & RELATED 

3905 

3724 

690 

23364 

1466 

METER  READER 

50 

A 

;1288 

42803 

1650 

ACCOUNTANT 

4^8 

40C>, 

0 

1051 

35105 

1720 

DATA  ENTRY  OPERATOR: 

210 

174  ^ 

682 

23110 

1736 

COMPUTER  OPERATOR 

90 

82 

834 

2E035 

1760 

G-FEET  MACH  GPEFATCR 

36 

33 

76? 

25933 

1770 

PHOTOGRAPHER 

2 

2 

69? 

30165 

1840 

JR. MANAGEMENT  ASSIST. 

677 

571 

1304 

43325 

1872 

PROGRAMMER  ANALYST 

190 

157 

1467 

48614 

1934 

STOREKEEPER 

141 

92 

767 

25S73 

1952 

PURCHASER 

21 

14 

1189 

39572 

2230 

PHYSICIAN  SPECIALIST 

551 

374 

1163 

38759 

2312 

LVN  (LIC.  VOC. NURSE) 

1025 

1137 

805 

27035 

2426 

RADIOLOGIC  TECH  II 

109 

110 

853 

28647 

2444 

CLINICAL  LAB  TECH 

103 

116 

1072 

35793 

2450 

PHARMACIST 

37 

36 

1398 

46396 

2556 

PHYSICAL  THERAPIST 

51 

46 

1008 

33703 

2574 

CLINICAL  PSYCHOLOGIST 

140 

31 

1238 

41173 

2604 

cCOD  SERVICE  WORKER 

1106 

230 

691 

23386 

2fc24 

DIETITIAN 

22 

17 

910 

30502 

27(3 

CUSTODIAN 

842 

793 

670 

22693 

r 


] 


2903 

ELIGIBILITY  WORKER 

531 

517 

SI  5 

2910 

SOCIAL  WORKER 

361 

366 

1096 

! 328- 

RECREATION  DIRECTOR 

631 

782 

319 

3450 

AGRICULTURAL  INSPECTS 

6 

6 

9?4 

3542 

CURATOR  II 

54 

33 

692 

3630 

LIBRARIAN 

557 

519 

574 

4261 

REAL  PROP.  APPRAISER 

112 

64 

955 

5204 

ASST.  CIVIL  ENGINEER 

635 

619 

1405 

5228 

PLANNER  II 

123 

97 

1230 

6120 

ENVIRON.  HEALTH  INBP. 

0 

117 

1041 

I 7334 

STATIONARY  ENGINEER 

481 

473 

1256 

' 7344 

CARPENTER 

262 

171 

1451 

' 7345 

ELECTRICIAN 

623 

323 

1300 

7346 

PAINTER 

92 

94 

1242 

|:  7347 

PLUMBER 

234 

211 

1530 

7353 

TRUCK  DRIVER 

212 

203 

1157 

I 7381 

AUTO  MECHANIC 

619 

760 

1187 

1 73£" 

TYPEWRITER  REPAIRER 

24 

31 

663 

7514 

LABORER  & RELATED 

840 

1240 

789 

8146 

D.A.’S  INVESTIGATOR 

243 

140 

1131 

' 3176 

TRIAL  ATTORNEY 

247 

249 

2013 

• B204 

INSTITUTION  POLICE 

316 

411 

89S 

8214 

PARKING  CONTROL  OFF. 

243 

230 

325 

: 8233 

POLICE  CONN.  DISPATCH 

226 

191  ' 

751 

j 8260 

ASST  CRIMINALIST 

42 

39 

1053 

' 8304 

DEPUTY  SHERIFF 

534 

529 

1145 

8320 

JUV.  HALL  COUNSELOR 

106 

111 

796 

j 8440 

PROBATION  OFFICER 

209 

217 

1141 

j 922' 

AIRPORT  CRN'S.  SUPV. 

43 

43 

149S 

27420 

59.30 

36576 

53.40 

347 

11300 

35.80 

2E3 

201 

32592 

0.00 

177 

MALE 

23408 

64.50 

26463 

75.00 

353 

2S3 

FEMALE 

31977 

8.00' 

HALE 

46612 

4.00 

237 

405 

1270 

MALE 

40933 

33.20 

364 

34773 

2.30 

276 

255 

KALE 

41776 

2.30 

173 

MALE 

43117 

3.20 

197 

226 

1054 

KALE 

49703 

0.00 

197 

226 

1210 

KALE 

41312 

0.30 

165 

173 

960 

KALE 

30674 

1.40 

201 

1245 

KALE 

35363 

3.70 

97 

124 

KALE 

39513 

3.30 

175 

140 

KALE 

223:2 

KALE 

26566 

23.  BO 

110 

173 

293 

E06 

KALE 

37692 

37.20 

66393 

. 13.00- 

"ALE 

30121 

57.70 

122 

153 

27744 

74.30 

110 

FEK-LE 

25351 

45.20 

140 

35324 

19.70 

KALE 

33145 

26.40 

KALE 

26797 

42.60 

38027 

14.00 

304 

KALE 

49650 

26.50 

KALE 

41.60 


FEMALE 


9163  HUNI  DRIVERS  2070  1927  1119  36380 


H 2 FIRE  OFFICER 


UU  MUNICIPAL  CGL'RT  EMPL. 


HALE 


HALE 

HALE 


TOTALS  - ALl  EMPLOYEES 


CONSTANT  FRINSE  VALUES: 

RETIREMENT  = 187.  WAGES  i 172  ’84)  0.13 

F.I.C.A.  = 72  WAGES  TO  136,000  0.07 


F.U.T.A.  = .0042  + $2  PER  EKPL. 
HEALTH  SERVICE  CITY  HATCH  = 
POLICE  RETIREMENT  = 912  (96T.  ’84) 


.004 

915.9c  PER  EHPL 

.91 


COMPARABLE  WDRTH  PROJECTION 
GENDER  AND  MINORITY  DATA 
1934  SALARY  DATA 
1933  EEC  data 

BENCHMARK  CLASSIFICATION 


NUMBER  TITLE  PER  CSC-APPROX  7.  TOTAL  # 


MALE 

FEMALE 

EMPLOYEE 

m 

MULTIPLE  BENCHMARKS 

73.50 

26.50 

87 

1233 

AFFIRMATIVE  ACTION  S- 

50.00 

50.  CO 

58 

1242 

PERSONNEL  ANALYST 

53.20 

46.  EO 

173 

1314 

PUBLIC  RELATIONS  OFF. 

63.60 

36.40 

11 

1444 

CLERICAL  Sc  RELATED 

25.70 

74.30 

7C  -'C 

1466 

METER  READER 

92.  OO 

8.00 

50 

1650 

ACCOUNTANT 

61.40 

33.  tr 

:*2 

1720 

DATA  ENTRY  OPERATOR 

23.  SO 

76.20 

::: 

1736 

COMPUTER  OPERATOR 

Es.  TO- 

13.30 

9: 

1760 

OFFSET  MACH  OPERATOR 

ES.  SO 

n.ro 

3 = 

1770 

PHOTOGRAPHER 

1 0 0. 00 

0.00 

2 

1340 

JR. MANAGEMENT  ASSIST. 

74.4: 

25.60 

6-77 

1S72 

PROGRAMMER  ANALYST 

74.70 

25.30 

190 

1934 

STOREKEEPER 

96.50 

3.50 

141 

1952 

PURCHASER 

90.50 

9.50 

21 

2230 

PHYSICIAN  SPECIALIST 

77.10 

22.90 

551 

2312 

LVW  (LIC.  VOC. NURSE) 

34.80 

65.20 

1025 

2426 

RADIOLOGIC  TECH  II 

43.10 

56.90 

10? 

2444 

CLINICAL  LAB  TECH 

63.00 

32.00 

103 

yso 

PHARMACIST 

75.70 

24.30 

37 

2556 

PHYSICAL  THERAPIST 

21.60 

78.40 

51 

2574 

CLINICAL  PSYCHOLOGIST 

27.90 

72.10 

140 

2604 

FOOD  SERVICE  WORKER 

27.30 

72.70 

1106 

2;2- 

DIETITIAN 

9.00 

91.00 

22 

2708 

CUSTODIAN 

80.60 

19.40 

B42 

2760 

LAUNDRY  WORKER 

50.50 

49.50 

3? 

ETHNIC  COMPOSITION  

? # 9 I TOTAl 

i X l l ‘/.MINORITY 

BLACK  HISPANIC  ASIAN  FILIPINO  AMER  IND  l 


6 

: 

5 

0 

0 

7 

1 

6 

0 

0 

14 

15 

9 

10 

2 

0 

26 

16 

17 

3 

0 

£4 

23- 

2: 

25 

5 

0 

16 

12 

14 

3 

0 

46 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

74? 

514 

665 

579 

17 

!° 

13 

17. 

15 

0 

£5 

s 

6 

12 

; ° 

0 

28 

13 

12 

117 

203 

re 

: 

; 

26 

45 

o 

"7 

43 

30 

62 

32 

0 

20 

14 

30 

15 

SO 

;; 

15 

20 

16 

0 

48 

17 

22 

IS 

0 

72 

14 

5 

11 

0 

0 

70 

14 

31 

0 

0 

64 

0 

1 

0 

0 

no 

0 

50 

0 

0 

100 

il 

30 

4 

0 

: 

9 

4 

i 

51 

11 

56 

10 

0 

101 

6 

2? 

5 

0 

42 

15 

7 

12 

0 

1 

11 

5 

9 

0 

54 

42 

0 

1 

1 

0 

200 

0 

5 

5 

0 

14 

1 

10 

47 

3 

0 

0 

2 

9 

1 

0 

14 

15 

5? 

33 

225 

3 

1 

£ 

4 

• 22 

0 

7-p 

478 

15 

13 

13 

• 0 

43? 

14 

12 

' 12 

0 

£3 

23 

5 

21 

10 

0 

27 

5 

20 

10 

0 

48 

13 

0 

21 

0 

0 

35 

0 

57 

0 

0 

5? 

1 

1 

10 

0 

0 

2 

2 

20 

0 

0 

5 

21 

36 

9 

0 

4 

15 

26 

6 

0 

£6 

391 

120 

121 

96 

1 

35 

11 

11 

9 

£6 

1 

0 

5 

0 

0 

5 

0 

23 

0 

0 

27 

415 

140 

125 

76 

0 

49 

17 

15 

9 

0 

?0 

63 

10 

6 

6 

0 

71 

11 

7 

7 

0 

96 

i os 

iQ 

Qc, 

L C 

f\ 

I 

1 

WHITE 

70  i 

Si 

21 

76 

94 

04 

11 

100 

13S: 

36 

43 

2E 

329 

111 

59 

65 

Ari- 

lS 

Si 

476 

Si 

40 

37 

54 

52 

15 

41 

69 

48 

34 

377 

34 

16 

: 73 

Si 

10 

4 

' 4 


234 

35 

27 

31 

:2 

2 

2910 

;.:ci e- 

41.60 

58.40 

3bl 

65 

10 

7 

14 

3 

1 

35 

357 

169 

47 

63 

13 

0 

323- 

f.e:-e4ti:n  director 

60.20 

39.80 

651 

55 

26 

7 

10 

0 

17 

2 

0 

45 

34r: 

AS* I CULTURAL  INSPECTS 

IOC. 00 

0.00 

6 . 
27 

50 

12 

1 

17 

4 

17 

7 

0 

0 

0 

0 

50 

4 

3342 

CURATOR  I! 

35.20 

64.  SO 

54 

50 

22 

7 

13 

7 

0 

50 

293 

77 

38 

130 

19 

0 

3630 

LIBRARIAN 

35.00 

63.00 

537 

53 

14 

7 

23 

3 

0 

4" 

66 

3 

6 

IS 

19 

0 

4261 

PEAL  PRO9.  APPRAISER 

92.00 

6.00 

112 

59 

3 

5 

16 

17 

0 

41 

327 

20 

20 

222 

41 

5 

5204 

ASST.  CIVIL  ENGINEER 

96.00 

4.00 

635 

51 

3 

3 

35 

6 

1 

49 

82 

17 

11 

12 

1 

0 

3276 

PLANNER  II 

61.80 

33.20 

123 

67 

14 

9 

10 

l 

0 

33 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

6120 

ENVIRON.  HEA.TH  INSP. 

0 

C 

0 

0 

Q 

0 

0 

346 

34 

32 

42 

26 

1 

7334 

STATIONARY  ENGINEER 

97.70 

2.30 

481 

72 

7 

7 

9 

5 

0 

28 

202 

14 

17 

27 

1 

1 

7344 

CAPPENTEF 

97.70 

2.30 

262 

77 

5 

■6 

10 

0 

0 

23 

417 

61 

33 

77 

38 

2 

7345 

ELECTRICIAN 

96.  SO 

3.20 

628 

66 

10 

12 

6 

0 

34 

36 

10 

21 

2 

2 

■ 1 

7346 

PAINTER 

100.00 

0.00 

92 

61 

11 

23 

2 

2 

1 

39 

193 

14 

13 

13 

1 

0 

7347 

PLUMPER 

99.50 

0.50 

234 

82 

6 

6 

6 

0 

0 

18 

170 

23 

IS 

0 

0 

1 

7353 

TRUCK  DRIVER 

98.60 

1.40 

212 

80 

11 

8 

0 

0 

0 

20 

280 

125 

120 

65 

26 

3 

7381 

AUTO  MECHANIC 

96.30 

3.70 

619 

45 

20 

19 

11 

4 

0 

55 

15 

2 

3 

2 

2 

0 

7324 

TYPEWRITER  REPAIRER 

91.70 

8.30 

24 

63 

8 

13 

8 

8 

0 

35 

360 

265 

150 

40 

18 

7 

7514 

LAE2REP  \ RELATE? 

93.9? 

6.10 

840 

43 

32 

16 

5 

2 

57 

127 

33 

24 

44 

15 

0 

8146 

D.fi.’S  INVESTIGATOR 

71.20 

28.80 

243 

52 

14 

10 

18 

6 

0 

48 

183 

21 

15 

24 

2 

8176 

TRIAL  ATTORNEY 

62.80 

37.20 

247 

75 

9 

6 

10 

1 

0 

25 

139 

103 

24 

23 

26 

1 

8204 

INSTITUTION  POLICE 

87.00 

13.00 

316 

44 

33 

8 

7 

8 

0 

56 

146 

56 

22 

12 

11 

1 

3214 

PARKINS  CONTROL  OFF. 

42.30 

57.70 

248 

59 

23 

9 

5 

4 

0 

41 

125 

63 

17 

12 

4 

C 

8233 

police  ccrn.  dispatch 

25.20 

74.80 

226 

35 

30 

8 

5 

- 2 

0 

45 

16 

4 

2 

14 

6 

8260 

ASST  CRIMINALIST 

54.80 

45.20  ' 

42 

33 

10 

5 

33 

' 14 

0 

62 

317 

129 

41 

33 

13 

0 

8304 

DEPUTY  SHERIFF 

80.30 

19.70 

534 

59 

24 

3 

6 

2 

0 

41 

44 

44 

11 

6 

1 

0 

8320 

JUV.  HALL  COUNSELOR: 

73.60 

26.40 

106 

42 

42 

10 

6 

1 

0 

53 

145 

31 

13 

16 

3 

0 

8440 

PROBATION  OFFICER 

37.40 

42.60 

209 

69 

15 

6 

8 

1 

0 

31 

28 

12 

2 

1 

0 

0 

9220 

AIRPORT  0PN3.  EJFV. 

86.00 

14.00 

43 

63 

23 

2 

0 

0 

0 

35 

~L- 


!320  REGISTERED  NURSE 


!.  00  92.00  975  0.00 


9163  KUSI  DRIVERS 


B.70  2070  0.00 


0 0 0 0 


POLICE  OFFICER  90.20  9. SO  1509  0.00  0 


0 0 0 


H 2 FIRE  OFFICER  100.00  0.00  1*67  0.00 


0 0 0 


HU  MUNICIPAL  COURT  EMPL. 


N/fl  -S/A  N/A 


TOTALS  - ALL  EMPLOYEES 


I 


